Delian Civic Structures: A Critical Reassessment by Buckingham, Emma
  






A thesis submitted to the faculty of the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 











        Kenneth Sams 












































EMMA BUCKINGHAM:  Delian Civic Structures: A Critical Reassessment  
(Under the direction of Monika Truemper) 
This paper reassesses the attributions of three buildings on the Greek island of Delos, GD 
22, GD 21 and GD 47, which have been identified as civic structures – the Prytaneion, 
Bouleuterion, and Ekklesiasterion. I examine the issues surrounding these attributions 
and propose alternative identifications for GD 21 and GD 47, based on the date, physical 
appearance, size, location, history, and epigraphic evidence for the structures. I suggest 
that GD 21 served as a multifunctional hall and/or a seat of the sacred assemblies and 
magistrates, while GD 47 functioned as the bouleuterion. GD 22, the Prytaneion, has 
been identified with a high degree of certainty, and so I reevaluate the location, 
development, and historical background of the building based on the sociopolitical 
context of Delos and Athens, suggesting that the Prytaneion (as well as the Bouleuterion) 
would have mainly served the needs of the Delian inhabitants.
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
The prytaneion, bouleuterion and ekklesiasterion were the primary civic and 
political structures on Delos. Their presence on the island is certain, due to numerous 
inscriptions referring to the political institutions of the prytanie, boule and ekklesia, and 
the structures in which they were housed. However, the lack of in-situ inscriptions and 
the unassuming, non-monumental appearance and numerous phases of the remains have 
created difficulties for archaeologists and scholars trying to identify the remains of the 
original structures, other than the prytaneion, in which inscriptions were found. 
Inscriptions mentioning the ekklesiasterion, bouleuterion and prytaneion, certain 
buildings’ placement relative to public and sacred spaces, and tentative identification of 
various rooms within such political structures have led scholars to propose identifications 
of all three structures: the ekklesiasterion as GD 47, the bouleuterion as GD 21 (Building 
Delta) and the prytaneion as GD 22. 
The identitification of political spaces on Delos, especially of the bouleuterion 
and ekklesiasterion, is still largely open to debate, though. Certain attributes of the 
structures are also rather unclear, and, for all three tentatively identified buildings, 
scholars have not agreed on the dates of construction, chronology, phases, or even 
reconstructions. These problems are further magnified by the lack of any definitive 
publication on the civic buildings on Delos. Relatively abundant epigraphic evidence 
exists on the functioning and tasks of the boule, ekklesia, and prytanie, as well as on the 
features and locations of the various political buildings, and it has often proven difficult 
to reconcile these inscriptions with the archaeological evidence pertaining to the 
structures. It has also proven challenging to assess the chronologies and phases of the 
various buildings and to correlate these construction phases with political episodes and 
changes in population of the island. In addition, too much weight has been placed on the 
epigraphic evidence rather than archaeological data, and this has often driven the 
interpretation of the various construction phases and use of the buildings. More work 
needs to be done to evaluate the chronology of each building through archaeological 
methods, with less reliance on the epigraphic record. 
In this paper, I will address many of the issues and concerns related to the various 
Delian civic structures and attempt to reconsider identification of civic buildings based on 
the dates, function of rooms, placement, inscriptions, various features, sizes and layouts 
of the three civic structures in question. I will first assess the historical situation of the 
island and the bearing this has on the political buildings on the island. For each of the 
three structures, I will assess the archaeological data to provide evidence for date, the use 
and function, phases of construction, physical location and physical appearance and size 
of the building. I will attempt to evaluate the reconstructions of the buildings and 
compare the archaeological evidence for the building forms with comparanda from across 
the Greek world. Next, I will look at the epigraphic record to provide evidence for the 
date (at least a terminus ante quem) of the political buildings, information on building 
phases and restorations, the use and function of rooms, and, most importantly, evidence 
attesting to where exactly the political associations met. Incorporating this information 
with the historical evidence of the Delian and Athenian institutions on the island, as well 
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as with our understanding of the population of Delos over time and the number of 
citizens sitting on its various political committees, I hope to determine whether the phases 
of the various structures identified as Delian civic buildings, attested in the 
archaeological and literary records, align with the historical evidence, and whether we 
can truly accept the political functions assigned by scholars to GD 21, GD 22, and GD 
47.
  
2.  HISTORICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
In Delos, the site of a Pan-Hellenic sanctuary, the prytanie, boule and ekklesia, 
seemed to have functioned in some religious capacity throughout the history of the city: 
the ekklesia dealt with sacred issues and honorary decrees and decided on work, such as 
constructions and repairs on shrines and buildings that were the sacred property of 
Apollo;1 the boule managed the finances of the sanctuary and maintained the sacred 
monuments and property; and the prytanie functioned as the seat of the hieropes, the 
officials in charge of the sacred structures, festivals and sacrifices, who were also in 
charge of publishing legislative texts relating to the functioning of the sacred structures.2 
During the first period of Athenian domination, a council (likely an offshoot of the 
boule), which regulated the affairs of the Delian League, regularly met in the sanctuary of 
Apollo. Thus a strong link emerged between the civic duties of citizens and the 
sanctuaries. 
Étienne argues that, in all likelihood, the Prytaneion was constructed towards the 
end of the first period of Athenian domination, during which the Athenians may have 
wanted to consolidate their power over the island through the construction of one or more 
political buildings.3 Étienne has argued for a link between the Delian Prytaneion and the 
                                                 
1 Vial 1985, 143-144. 
 
2 Vial 1985, 106-107. 
 
3 Étienne 2007, 333. 
Athenian Prytaneion, asserting, in particular, that the Prytaneion is a physical 
manifestation of Athenian colonization and political control over the island, and that the 
incorporation of both Attic and Ionic elements in the orders of the columns reflects this 
political situation, suggesting a link between architecture and politics.4 However in plan 
the Delian Prytaneion does not resemble the round construction of the Athenian tholos 
building, although it has been argued that the tholos was in fact a Prytaneion-annex 
known as the prytanikon, where the prytanie and magistrates would have feasted, and the 
Prytaneion proper would have been located in the Old Agora in the Plaka.5 
What about the bouleuterion that served the island – would a bouleuterion have 
been present on Delos prior to the Athenian domination of the island? The mid-to-late 6th 
century date for the supposed bouleuterion of Delos would indicate that it was built 
several decades prior to the first remains of the Old Bouleuterion of Athens, erected c. 
500 BC.6 Its function may well have changed during its history, although the structure 
was almost never modified and largely retained its original appearance and size from its 
construction in the Archaic period down to the 1st century BC. It would have thus been a 
significant building fulfilling an important function from start and maintaining it 
throughout its history. What function this may have been can perhaps be ascertained by 
analyzing the historic record of Delos and of its political institutions. 
As Chankowski notes, Athenians provided money for the sanctuary and dedicated 
an aparche to the temenos of Apollo – this was their claim to control in 5th century BC. 
In making the sanctuary the center of the new Athenian confederation in 478 BC, Athens 
                                                 
4 Chankowski 2008, 74-77. 
 
5 Miller 1977, 62-63. 
 
6 Hansen 1994, 41. 
 5
superposed on the ancient tradition of the religious assemblies of the islands its own 
assemblies. The sacred elements of the island were maintained and exploited under the 
Athenians as a component of Athenian imperialism. The concurrency between the federal 
status of the sanctuary of Delos and the ancestral functions of the island sanctuary was 
maintained by the presence in the hieron of the two treasuries: that of the League funded 
by contributions of the phoros of the allies, and that of Apollo.  During the ensuing 
Classical period, the sacred areas were controlled by Amphictyons, an administrative title 
conferred only on Athenians. Although these magistrates had sole control of the hieron of 
Apollo, Delian officials, known as neokoroi, were appointed as subordinates and so did 
have a say in the functioning of the sanctuary and the settlement. The Athenians mainly 
controlled the sacred affairs of the city and the hegemony, leaving the administration of 
the city proper to local magistrates. Local officials were appointed from among citizens 
of the city of Delos as governors under Athenian control.7  
This structure changed slightly over time, both during the period of Athenian 
Hegemony and in the subsequent period of Delian independence. The Athenians were 
firmly planted in Delian religious affairs by 478/7 BC when they established the Delian 
League, subsequently asserting their influence over civic institutions and maintaining 
control of the sacred center until the end of the 5th century BC. The decrees of the 4th 
century BC show a development in the role of the Delians in sacred administration, 
perhaps associated with an increase in their political consciousness; now neokoroi are 
depicted as wielding considerably more authority, rising to the rank of magistrates and 
                                                 
7 Chankowski 2008, 129-133; 149-167. 
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petty officials who had the responsibility of watching over the sacred property.8 Full 
independence from Athens, of both the sanctuary and the settlement, finally came in the 
late-4th century BC, when the Delians were liberated from Athenian influence by 
Macedonian kings. Delian sacred officials were subsequently installed, the hieropes who 
assumed the administration of the sanctuary. 
Chankowski also asserts that there would have been a concerted effort on the part 
of the Delians or their Athenian overlords to draw parallels to the civic functioning of the 
sanctuary of Delphi, as the Athenians in charge of administration of the Delian sanctuary 
were perhaps determined to maintain or evoke a sacred link with the other major 
sanctuary of Apollo on the mainland and to increase their prestige and authority over the 
island sanctuary. This claim was made evident by the use of the word “amphictyony” to 
refer to the league of states under Athenian control as well as well as the Athenian 
magistrates in charge of sacred affairs; Chankowski claims that this term would not have 
been used prior to Athenian control to refer to the confederation of Ionian states of the 
Archaic period, but was rather a term adopted from the Delphian amphictyony to 
legitimate Athenian power and as a form of religious propaganda.  It is also manifested in 
the construction of the Pythion – a temple to Pythian Apollo – as well as the adoption of 
the tripod and omphalos as symbols of the sanctuary of Delphi under the Athenians; 
interestingly, statues of omphaloi are even attested in the Prytaneion.9 This is significant 
since Delos, like Delphi, was a pan-Hellenic sanctuary; as cult sites such as Olympia and 
Delphi mainly functioned as sacred bodies rather than as self-sufficient operating cities, 
the boule and other political bodies also oversaw sacred funds, as well as the functioning 
                                                 
8 Chankowski 2008, 159. 
 
9 Chankowski 2008, 48-49; 75-76. 
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and upkeep of the sanctuary. However, Delos necessarily had a different political 
structure, since it functioned as a self-sufficient settlement as well as a sanctuary; not 
simply a Panhellenic sanctuary like Delphi, it was more urban and settled.  
What bearing does this have on Delian political structures? Local Delian 
institutions merged with Athenian culture, integrating the festival calendar and inserting 
Attic religious life, at the partial expense of the identity and cultural life of Delos. The 
presence of Athens effectively ensured the promotion of the Athenian religious and 
political agenda in the life of Delos, organizing religious life and administration 
according to the norms and principles of their own city. Manifestation of this cultural 
assimilation has been sought by scholars in the political structures constructed during the 
period of Athenian dominance, most notably the Prytaneion. Not all structures, however, 
can be attributed to a specifically Athenian initiative, financed by the sacred credit. Some 
structures are related to the functioning of the city of Delos and had to be built on Delian 
initiative, while at the same time reflecting the influence of the Athenian political model 
on the already-established Delian institutions. Chankowski asserts that these structures 
include the Prytaneion, ekklesiasterion, and GD 21, which she identifies as the 
bouleuterion. However, (as will be argued later), GD 21 seems to have been constructed 
at an earlier era, perhaps during the period of Naxian influence, and no structural or 
technical components of any of the three buildings seem to betray a specifically Athenian 
influence. Chankowski thus assumes that the Prytaneion was not erected by the 
Athenians, but by the city of Delos, following the political model of Athens.10 Thus the 
Delians were likely the original builders of the structure, influenced by the institution, 
and perhaps also the layout, of the Athenian Prytaneion, but not intending it to serve the 
                                                 
10 Chankowski 2008, 72-73. 
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Athenians in any official function. As neatly as this model fits, the explanation leaves out 
one key issue; as Vial argues, inscriptions located in the Prytaneion seem to indicate that 
this would have been the seat of the hieropes, the officials in charge of the sacred 
structures, festivals and sacrifices, who were also in charge of publishing legislative texts 
relating to the functioning of the sacred structures.11 However, these inscriptions were 
produced after the first Athenian domination of the island, and so cannot be evidence for 
the use of the building prior to the period of Delian independence. Furthermore, since 
these decrees were placed in the prytaneion but do not necessarily mention the 
prytaneion, they may simply have been transcriptions of decrees passed by the heiropes 
meeting elsewhere (perhaps in a hieropoion), and subsequently placed in a convenient 
storage area. 
Étienne suggests that a bouleuterion would have been constructed in the 6th 
century BC, during the reign of Peisistratus, who conducted purifications of the island. It 
thus would have been serving the Athenians who controlled the sanctuary and Delian 
League, not the Delian citizens.12 However, if Chankowski is right about her argument, it 
would mean that the Delian bouleuterion, throughout its early history, would not 
specifically have served the Athenians living on the island, nor did would it have served 
an exclusively Athenian boule. Rather, the boule would have been a completely local, 
Delian institution, serving the needs of the settlement, just as the Prytaneion did.13 The 
Athenians would have had little to say in the functioning of the settlement, rather 
choosing to focus on the operation of the amphictyony and the running of sacred affairs, 
                                                 
11 Vial 1985, 112-116. 
 
12 Étienne 2007, 332. 
 
13 Chankowski 2008, 129-133. 
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as a way to legitimize their hegemony over the league; therefore, they would have had no 
interest in the operation of daily affairs of the settlement on Delos, and would not have 
met in a bouleuterion, likely used for the meetings of the Delian boule which oversaw 
civic (non-sacred) affairs. During the period of Delian independence, since Delos again 
assumed control over the Sanctuary of Apollo, the civic and sacred councils may have 
merged, meeting in a single building; this would explain why the boule meeting in the 
bouleuterion passed sacred decrees during the period of Delian independence. In this 
period, the first purpose-built bouleuterion may have appeared; Delos may have just been 
following the general trend of purpose-built bouleuteria becoming more of a standard 
building in cities. This trend is followed in other areas of Delian civic life, such as the 
construction of the theater, gymnasium and palaestra. Where the bouleuterion would have 
been located, however, is another issue; Vallois asserts that Delos would have had a 
relatively small boule of a maximum of 72 members, a number that could be 
accommodated in several closed, covered buildings located in the central space of the 
island.14 
Any ekklesiasterion constructed on the island would likely have been built after 
other political institutions, such as the bouleuterion and Prytaneion, had been well-
established, since these were connected to more ancient Greek institutions, while the 
ekklesiasterion was more closely associated with Athenian democracy and can be traced 
to Athenian democratic practices of 5th century BC, when all citizens were given a voice 
in politics. Yet construction probably would have still occurred during the first period of 
Athenian domination when institutions would have been controlled by Athenians who 
                                                 
14 According to Vial, the boule had up to 72 members in the period of independence (Vial 1985, 115); thus, 
a large enough building to accommodate this number would have been necessary. 
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retained their democratic practices. However, what was the extent of Athenian authority 
during this period? Was the structure an Athenian or Delian construction, catering to 
Athenians or Delians? The ekklesia was probably mainly attended by native Delians, 
since, as Chankowski asserts, the Athenians were not interested in civic affairs, but 
mainly sacred concerns or the administration of the league.15 
It is impossible to ascertain the size of the ekklesia in the Classical period, since 
no available evidence serves to provide a suitable population estimate; however, since the 
island served as both a settlement and a sizeable Pan-Hellenic sanctuary, it must have 
accommodated a significant number of permanent inhabitants. Even though the size of 
the population is unknown for the majority of the period of Delian independence, it can 
be reasonably assumed that the male citizen population of the island would not have been 
considerably smaller than it was by the early-2nd century BC, for which we have a 
reasonable estimate of 1200 citizens.16 It is likely to have increased significantly in the 
succeeding period, but again the numbers are not available, and indeed it is difficult to 
ascertain who would have made up the ekklesia in this period. The political structure 
after 167/6 is very debated, especially if there was an Athenian cleruchy on the island 
(and it is unknown how long this would have been in power). Since both the sacred and 
civic functions of the island would have been controlled by Athenians, it is uncertain to 
what extent there would have been a local citizen assembly. In any case, between 144 and 
126 BC, it seems that a mixed assembly of Athenians, Romans and other foreigners was 
created, the size and organization of which remains entirely unknown. 
 
15 Chankowski 2008, 145. 
 
16 Vial 2007, 263. 
  
3. GD 22: PRYTANEION 
 
The first civic building one comes upon, if entering the sanctuary from the 
southeast, is GD 22, identified as the Prytaneion. This structure was first identified as a 
sanctuary of Dionysus, due to the discovery of bearded heads interpreted as those of the 
god during initial excavations in 1877 (such heads were later re-identified as herms).17 In 
1911, Roussel first identified the structure as the Prytaneion based on inscriptions, and 
this identification has not been seriously questioned since.18 Although a plan of the 
excavated remains was done in 1910, little has been published about the architecture of 
the building. However, in 1974, 1975 and 1977, as well as in 1986 and 1987, Étienne 
conducted surveys and soundings in and outside the Prytaneion, which served to clear up 
some questions regarding dating and stratigraphy. Despite a secure identification of the 
structure as the Prytaneion, some questions remain pertaining to the reconstruction, 
precise function, and date of the structure. Assessment of these questions is currently 
impeded by the state of publication (as the building was thoroughly examined but not 
published) and the lack of extensive archaeological research on the remains.  This paper 
attempts to reassess the history and development of the building with respect to the socio-
historical context of Delos and Athens, evaluating the building material and techniques, 
                                                 
17 Étienne 1997, 306. 
 
18 Roussel 1911, 432. 
inscriptional evidence, and spatial evidence, and what these suggest in terms of the civic 
history of the building. 
Given the nature of the political institution of the prytanie as an association 
connected to democratic practice, and specifically to Athenian politics, scholars such as 
Vallois and Étienne have sought to link the construction of the Prytaneion to the 
beginning of Athenian hegemony over the island.19 Thus, it is necessary to determine 
whether the material and epigraphic evidence aligns with the assertion that the island 
must have had a Prytaneion from the beginning of Athenian rule, and whether 
archaeological and epigraphic evidence on the chronology and function of the Prytaneion 
align with that of other known Greek prytaneia. The Delian example is one of only three 
safely-identified prytaneia in the Greek world, and so it is particularly vital to securely 
establish its date of construction, chronology and use to serve as a reference for the 
identification of other prytaneia throughout the Greek world.  
 
Archaeological Evidence 
The Prytaneion is located 20 meters southeast of the temple of Apollo but faces 
south, away from the sanctuary and towards the Delian Agora (fig. 1). The west and north 
walls are shielded from the sacred area by a group of altars and by GD 21 (fig. 2). The 
structure lies south of a large, open space, where several dedications have been found, 
and the façade faces a broad open area containing an altar of Zeus Polieus. The open 
space is defined to the south and west by the rear walls of two stoai, the L-shaped stoa of 
the Delian Agora and the “South Stoa.” Various monuments were erected over time to 
                                                 
19 Étienne 2007, 333.  
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the south and west of the building; these mainly consist of altars dating from the Archaic 
to the Hellenistic periods.20 The building to the north, GD 21, was constructed at an 
earlier period, likely the 6th century BC. Other surrounding structures, except for the so-
called “Temple G” located to the west (tentatively dated to the Mycenaean period, or, 
according to Étienne, to the 6th century BC),21 date to the period of Delian independence; 
these include the Delian Agora, situated to the south, and the Monument of the Bulls, 
located to the east. The development of the area seems to have originated to the north and 
west of the Prytaneion, in the immediate surroundings of the temenos of Apollo, and 
gradually spread southward and eastward, outside and away from the sacred space of the 
hieron. Thus, the Prytaneion was situated, at first, within a largely underutilized space, 
although predecessors may have existed for several of the structures erected in the period 
of independence (including the Delian Agora); little can therefore be said about the use of 
the space prior to the Hellenistic period, although some conjectures can be made.22    
The Prytaneion itself is a rectangular building measuring 15.12 x 25.78 meters, 
with an axis running north-south (fig. 3).23 The wall above the floor level is comprised of 
marble ashlar blocks, with carefully worked, regular and squared joints, exhibiting 
considerable skill and care in their construction; above was placed a wall made of thin 
                                                 
20 Bruneau 2005, 191; these dedications include two 6th century altars, a 4th century altar to Athena and 
Apollo Paion, a Hellenistic altar, and an Archaic altar dedicated to Zeus Polieus and Athena Polias. 
 
21 Étienne 2007, 331. 
 
22 Étienne 2007, 330-332; Étienne identifies remains of early buildings underneath the Prytaneion, and 
although these do not give an indication of the purpose of the space while the Prytaneion was in use (since 
the structures would have been destroyed prior to the construction of the Prytaneion), they do indicate that 
the space was in use from the Mycenaean period onward. Further discussion of the development of the 
space is included below. 
 
23 Vallois, Lauter, and Miller all provide tentative reconstructions of the Prytaneion; while important for 
many aspects, the debated reconstructions are not of primary interest for the following discussion/ 
argument and thus will not further be taken into account.  
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slabs of gneiss, interspersed with granite and marble, with fairly large blocks of granite at 
the base. The colonnaded façade of the structure was also constructed of marble. Some 
economy was, however, exercised in the construction of the building: the inner faces of 
the marble blocks are rough and irregular, perhaps indicating that they were originally 
plastered, and the gneiss masonry above the marble layer is much rougher and irregular 
in size.24 Nevertheless, it seems that most rooms of the building were paved with large 
slabs of gneiss, even in the courtyard (although this may date to a later period in the 
building’s use). Such elaboration of the construction speaks for the importance of the 
building and indicates that the structure changed somewhat (in appearance, although not 
necessarily in use) over the centuries of its existence.  
The Prytaneion is comprised of six rooms:  Room I/A, Room II/B, Room III’/C2, 
Room III/E, Room IV’/C1, and Room IV/D (figs. 4, 5, 6a, b).25 Room I/A is a porch or 
vestibule; the south wall forms the principal façade of the building, originally of a 
tetrastyle-in-antis arrangement. Inside, in the two eastern corners of Room I/A, two 
marble slabs were uncovered, which originally would have served as supports for 
benches set up in the western and eastern corners of room A (fig. 7). Inside this room 
fragments of a perirrhanterion have been found which could have been set up to the 
entrance to the courtyard, and may have been used for purifications prior to entering the 
space of the sacred hearth of Hestia, either set up in the courtyard or, more likely, in a 
separate room.  Room II/B is the largest of the six rooms; fragmentary remains suggest 
that the entire floor was originally paved with gneiss slabs. A tall herm, the base of which 
                                                 
24 Miller 1977, 68. 
 
25 In order to minimize confusion, I use the reference systems of both McDonald (who uses Roman 
numerals to refer to the various rooms) and Étienne (who uses letters).   
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is still in place, was originally located in the center of the north side of the room, between 
the two doorways to rooms C/C1 (fig. 8). In addition, remains of a drain have been 
identified in the southwest corner and a well was dug in the space, indicating that this 
room was originally left open to the sky.26 Marble blocks in the northeast corner have 
been tentatively identified as the base of a staircase. The paving, drain, and well clearly 
suggest that this room served as a courtyard. 
Room III’/C2 was accessible from the courtyard via a distyle-in-antis stylobate; 
this room is mirrored to the west by Room IV’/C1, parallel to III’/C2 and similar in 
dimension, although not in design.27 A secondary door pivot cut into the orthostate of the 
western wall may indicate a subsidiary door that was cut into the wall at a later period, 
providing direct access from the exterior of the building to Room IV’/C1. Room III/E, 
despite its spatial similarity to Room IV/D, located in the west, is nevertheless slightly 
smaller, due to the construction along the north side of three small “closets.” Two are 
closed off from Room III/E by walls, one smaller room in the center lending access from 
Room III to the two flanking closets.28 Room IV/D was approached via Room IV’/C1. 
Roussel noted slabs of gneiss located in the center of Room IV/D that may be the remains 
of a hearth dedicated to Hestia; if true, this provides a strong indication that this room 
was the Prytaneion proper, where rites to the goddess Hestia would have been 
conducted.29 
                                                 
26 Étienne 1997, 320. 
 
27 Miller 1977, 72. 
 
28 Miller 1977, 72-73; these so-called closets were part of the original construction of the building, as 
evidenced by the bonding of their walls with the exterior walls of the building. 
 
29 Roussel 1916, 221-222. 
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The Prytaneion is difficult to date precisely, since inscriptions mentioning the 
building have not survived prior to the 3rd century BC, and the site was excavated rather 
hastily in the late 19th century.30 Scholars originally thought that the original construction 
belongs to end of the Archaic period or the 5th century BC, but some scholars date the 
building prior to this period, and Bruneau and Vallois accept a date of the 4th century BC, 
because of the presence of mixed pseudo-Ionic and Doric columns and capitals and frieze 
blocks that seem to date to the late Classical or Hellenistic period, as well as historical 
considerations – that the building would have been constructed after the Athenians had 
left the island.31 Étienne notes that a solid terminus ante quem can be determined from a 
dedication to Hestia made by an archon prior to 326 BC; however, the findspot of the 
dedication is unknown, and it may not necessarily have been placed in the building.32 In 
fact, there is no reason to believe that the structure could not have been built at a 
significantly later time than the dedication.  
To clarify the stratigraphy and history of the area prior to the construction of the 
Prytaneion and GD 21, Étienne conducted a sequence of sondages that uncovered a series 
of postholes and pits, as well as a well and cistern (fig. 9). Étienne notes that a large well 
with steps leading down to the water level, located underneath the courtyard paving and 
dated through stratigraphy to the 7th cent. BC, may have served as a public well 
belonging to the area east of the religious center; although it was partially covered over 
                                                 
30 For a comparison of date attributions for the Prytaneion, see table 1. 
 
31 Miller 1977, 74-76; Vallois 1966, 100. Miller argues for a late Archaic date, due to the presence of an 
Archaic altar that encroaches upon an early wall, which is also partially built over by the earliest phase of 
Prytaneion; such an early date has, however, been disproven. Vallois has argued that analysis of the 
remaining walls, features, columns, capitals and frieze blocks from the Prytaneion allows for a rough 
calculation of the date, although most of these features date to the Hellenistic period, ostensibly in a 
renovation of the structure.  
 
32 Étienne 1997, 321. 
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when the Prytaneion was constructed, it likely still served as a functioning well during 
this period.33 Although it provides a solid terminus post quem for the construction of the 
Prytaneion, it does not, however, resolve the problem of the construction date of the 
structure, which appears to have been built much later. Outside the northwest corner of 
the Prytaneion, Étienne recovered a series of postholes, and underneath the foundations 
of the Prytaneion he uncovered a series of pits of varying depths, which were filled when 
GD 21 and GD 22 were constructed; these features indicate a terminus post quem of the 
6th century BC for the construction of the Prytaneion.34 Although the exact nature of the 
prior structures cannot be determined, it is evident that the area must have been built up 
prior to the construction of the Prytaneion. Five layers can be recognized from the 
various pits, including an early layer that contained sherds dating from the Mycenaean to 
Archaic periods, indicating that in the Mycenaean and Geometric periods, the area was 
mainly occupied by domestic structures; it was not incorporated into the sanctuary until a 
later period.35 Layer 2, the layer associated with the final fill of the pit coeval with the 
construction of the building, included sherds dating to the late 6th and early 5th centuries 
BC; a fragment of a lekythos and fragments of red figured vases dated to the 3rd quarter 
of the 5th century and found underneath the foundation layer of the structure provide a 
terminus post quem for the construction of the building.36 Étienne thus suggests that the 
land had been leveled by the late 6th or early 5th century, after which the inhabitants 
would have proceeded to construct structures in the second half of the 5th century BC. A 
                                                 
33 Étienne 2007, 328-329. 
 
34 Étienne 2007, 328. 
 
35 Étienne 2007, 331. 
 
36 Étienne 2007, 330. 
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mid-to-late 5th century date for the Prytaneion seems most likely in light of the 
archaeological research; epigraphic information cannot be completely relied upon to 
provide evidence for the date, especially since no inscriptions exist prior to the late-4th 
century BC. 
What bearing does a late-5th century date have on the history of the structure? If 
Étienne’s stratigraphy is any indication, the building would have been constructed 
towards the end of the period of Athenian hegemony. As noted above, Étienne asserts 
that the Athenians demonstrated their political control over the island and the Delian 
league through the construction of characteristically Athenian institutions, such as the 
prytaneion. However, the institution of the Prytaneion may not necessarily have been 
introduced as a result of specifically Athenian interests; in fact, the Delian Prytaneion is 
considerably earlier than the majority of prytaneia attested in the literature,37 since in 
most Greek-city states outside of Athens, a prytaneion does not seem to have been 
constructed until the 4th century BC.38 Among the two other safely-identified prytaneia in 
the Greek world – Olympia and Lato – the Prytaneion of Olympia dates to the early-5th 
century BC, an even earlier date than the Prytaneion of Delos. Since Olympia was a Pan-
Hellenic sanctuary, politically functioning much in the same way as the sanctuary at 
                                                 
37 The term Prytaneion first appears in writing as an institution in the mid-6th century BC. As the Greek 
city-state became more important during the Archaic period, so the symbol of the life of the polis, the 
eternal flame dedicated to Hestia, goddess of the heath, as well as the building in which it was housed, 
acquired a greater degree of importance. By the Classical period, the Prytaneion would have been a well-
established institution, adapted to the burgeoning institution of democracy emerging in Athens. Within the 
archaeological record, however, only the Athenian and Delian institutions are attested; perhaps in the 
Classical period only city-states with links to Athens would have had such political institutions. 
 
38 Hansen 1994, 31-34; Judging from inscriptions and textual evidence, it seems that at least thirteen Greek 
city-states or sanctuaries had prytaneia by the end of the Classical period; these include Athens (594/3 BC), 
Delphi (479 BC), Delos, Halos (480 BC), Karthea (5th century BC), Kyzikos (6th cent. BC), Olympia 
(early 5th century BC), Mytiline (early 6th century BC), Peparathos 426 BC), Sikyon (early 6th century 
BC), Siphnos (525 BC), Tenedos (446 BC) and Thasos (412/1 BC). 
 19
Delos39, it may have influenced the political institution on the island sanctuary as much 
as did the Athenians. A prytaneion would have been necessary to entertain visiting 
magistrates and important officials, an especially important responsibility for a sanctuary 
that would have received individuals from across the Greek world. Interestingly, all 
major sanctuary sites (Delphi, Delos and Olympia) seem to have had prytaneia by the late 
Classical period, which may imply an originally sacred function of the building, closely 
linked with civic cults and providing a space for the sacred hearth of the city and 
providing for the sacred prerogative of xenia. Other city-states, influenced by the model 
constructed in the pan-Hellenic sanctuaries in Delos, Delphi, and Olympia, may have 
subsequently adopted the form of the Delian Prytaneion and suited it to their own needs. 
Thus, Athens may play a considerably smaller role in the dissemination of the institution 
of the Prytaneion, and, in fact (as argued above), the Delian Prytaneion may have 
primarily served the interests of local Delian civic magistrates, while on occasion serving 
Athenian sacred officials and important magistrates visiting from other Greek 
communities.  
The plan of the building is indeed unusual for Athenian architecture; the gneiss 
stylobate, use of Doric capitals of island type, and gneiss plates constructed above the 
marble orthostate are all typical of Cycladic constructions, and the building does not 
resemble in any way the Athenian tholos (although this was likely the Prytanikon, not the 
Prytaneion) (figs. 10a, b, c).40 The construction technique may not be Athenian, but, on 
                                                 
39 Olympia, however, did not have a settlement, but was rather controlled by the city of Elis. 
 
40 Étienne 2007, 333; According to Miller, the columns, capitals and frieze blocks found in Room I indicate 
a Hellenistic date (and thus a construction within the period of Delian independence), since the upper ends 
of the glyphs and triglyphs are squared off in section, unlike in earlier periods, when they were undercut 
below the taenia (fig. 10c). In addition, the column-capital mixture of pseudo-Ionic and Doric is unusual for 
the Classical period, and the profiles of the capitals seem to date to a later period. (Miller 1977, 74). 
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the other hand, in the Classical period only the most significant religious buildings testify 
to the presence of Athens, and many buildings constructed during the period of Athenian 
domination were of local, island-style construction, making use of the resources at 
hand.41 Lack of extensive evidence of non-religious Classical buildings on Delos makes 
it difficult to compare the construction of the Prytaneion with buildings of a similar date
although some comparisons can be made.
, 
                                                
42 While none of the comparable buildings 
provides a secure date for the Prytaneion, they nevertheless serve to illustrate that GD 22 
does fit into a long tradition of island-type constructions that began before the period of 
Athenian domination, so construction technique and materials cannot provide much 
information on the patronage of the structure. The stylobate and columns do not even 
seem to accord with a Classical date in their technique and construction, and may in fact 
have been later additions, from the Hellenistic period after the Delians had regained 
control of the island.  
Vallois attributes the form of the architectural details to the 4th century BC.43 An 
inscription on one of the smaller columns, IG XI 105, records the acts of the archon of 
284 BC, and a series of archonships dating from the first half of the 3rd century BC; this 
provides a terminus ante quem for their construction. Based on stylistic trends, Vallois 
thus places the construction of the entire structure within this late period. However, 
 
41 Étienne 2007, 333; In composition of elements and materials (especially the island-type columns), the 
structure resembles GD 84 (the Agora of the Delians) and GD 83 (the Samothrakeion), but these structures, 
although not precisely dated, seem to belong to the Hellenistic period. 
 
42 Fraisse 1995, 35-37; GD 48, the so-called “Thesmophorion,” which dates to the 5th century BC, also is 
constructed of a combination of gneiss and marble, as is the Oikos of the Naxians (dating from the 6th 
century BC), Treasury 3 (dating to the 5th century BC), and Heraion B (dating to c. 500 BC). 
 
43 Étienne 1997, 321; Vallois compares the capitals, described as “echinus-shaped flattened phialai,” to 
three capitals of the Heraion at Olympia and the portico of the Samothrakeion, which date to the 4th century 
BC. 
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Étienne suggests that the Island Type columns would have replaced older columns; a 4th 
century date for the capitals of the southern façade would agree with recorded repairs to 
the south part of the Prytaneion at the end of the 4th century BC. Étienne proposes that the 
replacement of earlier, “Athenian” structural components by “Island Type” components 
corresponds to a specific program launched by the Delians during the period of 
independence and a desire on their part to signify the regained control of their political 
institutions.44 It seems more likely, though, that the construction of a costly and sizeable 
stylobate at this time indicates a desire on the part of the Delians to monumentalize the 
façade of the structure, during a period when several other civic and public structures 
were being upgraded. Miller’s argument for a renovation, rather than construction, of the 
Prytaneion in this period thus accords better with the existing evidence; thus, the 
Prytaneion was most likely constructed in the mid-to-late 5th century BC (suggested by 
stratigraphy) and subsequently updated in the late Classical or early Hellenistic period. 
Unfortunately, the exact nature of the association between the columns and entablature 
and the rest of the structure is incompletely known. Nevertheless, if the columns and 
entablature were added later as a part of a general restoration of the building, they would 
be in line with the changes occurring among the sacred and secular space around the 
Prytaneion during the late Classical and Hellenistic period as well as general 
monumentalization of political buildings occurring elsewhere starting in the 4th century 
BC. 45 
                                                 
44 Étienne 1997, 321-322. 
 
45 The paving of the courtyard may also date to this period of renovation, although fragments of relief 
bowls found in the layer located directly under the flagstones of the courtyard indicate that the paving was 
constructed later in the Hellenistic period, probably not earlier than the 2nd century BC. Nevertheless, 
construction of paving does indicate a desire on the part of the inhabitants to further monumentalize the 
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 Spatial Considerations 
In order to fully evaluate the situation of the Prytaneion, the significance of the 
building’s position within the layout of the classical city must be assessed. Its spatial 
proximity to GD 21 has already been noted, but two other factors must also be taken into 
account: its relation to the hieron and its association with open, public spaces.  
Most Greek prytaneia seem to have been located in or close to the agora; evidence 
from both architectural remains and literary accounts attest to this prominent feature of 
prytaneia, and indeed the prytaneia of Lato, Cyrene, Gortyn, Syracuse, Siphnos, 
Magnesia on the Maeander, Ephesus, and Astypalaea all seem to have been located in the 
agora (although all of these, with the exception of the Prytaneion at Lato, have been 
identified as prytaneia with a considerable degree of uncertainty).46 The Prytaneion at 
Lato seems to have dominated the area of the agora, which also housed other prominent 
political structures.47  
Within Delos, the Prytaneion is spatially near the Delian Agora but is not located 
within nor associated with the space of the agora as it exists in its final, closed Hellenistic 
phase, which in any case seemed to have performed only a purely commercial function 
                                                                                                                                                 
structure. Renovations done to the structure in the Hellenistic period would also explain another curious 
feature of the Prytaneion, the indentation in the west wall that seems to have been created at some point 
subsequent to the building’s original construction, perhaps at the end of the 4th century BC. (Miller 1977, 
75-76). The inscription A 278 (IG XI 2, 144A) which lists repairs to the wall next to the Prytaneion, 
perhaps alludes to the wall running to the west of the building. It may also correspond to the rebuilding of 
the western peribolos wall in a zig-zag pattern that encroaches upon Rooms II/B and IV/D, pushing their 
walls inward. There is indeed evidence for an earlier western wall of the building, constructed straight 
down, parallel to Rooms B and D. Miller suggests that this western portion of the building could have been 
reconstructed at a time when the earlier building wall was in a ruinous condition, perhaps during the late 4th 
century BC, when the new wall would have been constructed as well. 
 
46 Miller 1977, 29. 
 
47 Miller 1977, 79. 
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from the 3rd century onward. However, it was located in what may have been a public 
area bordering the south end of the sanctuary, the precursor to the later defined agora. 
The Prytaneion would have opened onto this public area, situated north of the later 
Delian Agora (fig. 11). This open space was clearly delineated as a public space, defined 
by altars, by the late 6th century BC, likely under Athenian influence.48 Étienne maintains 
that this area, situated west of GD 21 and northwest of the Prytaneion, would have been 
conceived as an ancient agora, at least in the late Archaic period before the construction 
of subsequent temples and the monumentalization of space in the area. The Archaic 
cistern and well located on the future site of the Prytaneion attests to this use as an 
important, centralized public space, perhaps as the main agora of the city during the 
Archaic period; such wells are often found in public spaces including agorai, as attested 
by various wells found in the agora of Thasos.49 In addition, assuming that GD 21 was a 
civic building (a problematic assertion that will be discussed below), the construction of 
this building in the Archaic period would have further marked a public and perhaps civic 
area, clearly identified by altars dedicated to civic cults, later further defined by the 
construction of the Prytaneion to the south. Scholars have long remarked on the spatial 
and operational link between prytaneia and other civic buildings throughout the Greek 
world, and so it would not be unusual to find the two structures placed together in a civic 
space.50 Other domestic, public, civic and commercial functions would have been 
                                                 
48 Fraisse  1983, 302; Étienne 2007, 331-332. Arguments for Athenian influence on the public space often 
take into account the Archaic dedication to Athena Polias, located next to Building Delta; however, this 
does not preclude the site’s use as a specifically Athenian civic space. 
 
49 Étienne 2007, 329, 332.  
 
50 The Athenian tholos, even if it did not necessarily function as a Prytaneion proper, nevertheless was 
spatially close to the bouleuterion. In Priene as well, the so-called Prytaneion and bouleuterion are spatially 
related and seem to be closely linked, although the Prytaneion has not been safely identified, and the 
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transferred further south and east as the area was slowly taken over by the sacred space, 
although the physical space of the civic buildings would not have changed.51  
Beginning in the 3rd century BC, the area further south of the Prytaneion changed 
fundamentally, as the area was enclosed and defined by stoai, forming the so-called 
Delian Agora.52 The Delian Agora, located south of the two civic buildings, was the 
earliest architecturally defined agora on Delos, comprised of a set of structures situated 
around a main square. Whereas before the area had been a large expanse of empty space 
where activities were performed indiscriminately, it was now defined by commercial 
buildings where activities were separated and performed in a clearly-defined space. Yet 
despite the enclosure, it is difficult to say whether the agora proper was limited to the 
buildings that defined the enclosure. Indeed, despite the construction of the two stoai, an 
open area still remained between the civic structures and agora which must be construed 
as a public space, somewhat defined by the rear walls of the two structures. Marc argues, 
however, that the Delian Agora did not function primarily as a center of Greek political 
                                                                                                                                                 
building identified as the bouleuterion has also been called an ekklesiasterion. (Rumscheid 1998, 52) This 
proximity between bouleuteria and ekklesiasteria is by no means the case in every Greek city-state, and is 
not standardized; in Olympia, a sanctuary, the two civic structures are spatially distinct, located at opposite 
ends of the Altis of the sanctuary, and at Delphi too, the two structures seem to have no close association 
(although the buildings in question are not as securely identified in Delphi as they are in Olympia).  
Much more significant, although not particularly relevant to the discussion here, is the common spatial 
proximity between bouleuteria and theaters in Greek city-states. In Priene, as well as Akrai and Monte Iato 
in Sicily, bouleuteria and theaters were very closely related, both spatially and functionally. Both theaters 
and bouleuteria are attested in texts as meeting spaces for councils, and theaters were also commonly used 
for meetings of the ekklesia. In Agrigento and Morgantina, the bouleuterion and ekklesiasterion are 
spatially related. 
 
51 As mentioned above, the space was occupied by domestic structures at an early point in time, likely in 
the Mycenaean and Geometric periods; by the time the bouleuterion was constructed, however, the 
domestic structures were likely gone from the area, evidenced by the lack of substantial evidence for 
domestic structures in the Archaic period. (Étienne 2007, 331.) 
 
52 Fraisse 1983, 303-304. 
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life, even though the Prytaneion and (assumed) bouleuterion were located nearby.53 The 
Prytaneion was separated spatially by a portico, the predecessor of the Stoa Coudé, at 
least from the 3rd century onward, and as for the functions and usages documented for the 
Delian Agora, they pertain more to trade and commerce than to political activities. A 
similar function is attested for the various other agorai constructed on the island, 
including the Agora of Theophrastus, the Agora of the Competaliastes.54 However, the 
Delian Agora likely did not have a solely commercial function, especially in the first 
centuries of its existence – it was constructed in a period of time when an agora could 
signify any sort of public space, without reference to specific function.  
Many civic structures were also sacred structures, especially the Prytaneion and 
bouleuterion, which housed cult statues, temple archives, and above all altars, functioning 
to a certain extent as shrines where sacrifices were conducted; therefore, it is not at all 
unusual to find the Delian Prytaneion spatially close to the temenos of the sanctuary of 
Apollo.55 However, even though the Prytaneion was considered a building sacred to 
Hestia –common in most Greek cities, as cultic and religious aspects were inextricably 
tied with the functioning of various assembly-buildings56 – the building functioned as a 
                                                 
53 Marc 2000, 43. 
 
54 Marc 2000, 42-43. 
 
55 Hamon 2005, 322, 325-327. 
 
56 Both the archaeological and textual evidence indicates that Greek prytaneia included a hearth or some 
sort of altar to Hestia, and literary sources indicate that this was an integral part of Greek civic structures, as 
the Prytaneion was considered the ceremonial heart of the Greek polis, functioning not only as a center for 
hospitality but also in a sacred capacity. Inscriptions found in the courtyard of the Delian Prytaneion 
suggest that silver vessels were dedicated to Hestia in the Prytaneion. (Williams 2004, 65.) The Prytaneion 
of Delos also had a known cultic aspect: cult images of Hestia, Demos and Roma late were placed within 
the building (although Demos and Roma were placed there in a much later period), and a priest of Demos 
and Hestia (and later of Roma) was known to have occupied the building (Williams 2004, 66). Such 
associations were common among assembly-buildings; as Hamon notes, sacrifices were often conducted 
before the proceedings of the boule or prytanie in Greek city-states, and the buildings often included patron 
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sacred building only secondarily. The boundaries of the sacred area of the Sanctuary of 
Apollo on Delos are not well known, but, according to Marc, it is possible that the 
monumental political space would have gradually expanded outwards and engulfed the 
adjacent areas.57 The function and incorporation of various open spaces thus would have 
changed depending on time period and the presence or absence of surrounding buildings. 
Various other dedications set up in the open area to the northwest of the Prytaneion seem 
to indicate the sacred nature of the space. Étienne argues that over time, the development 
of the sanctuary would have annexed most of the Delian agora and eventually a 
monumental entrance to the temenos of Apollo may have been situated next to the 
Prytaneion, near the southeast corner. But then, in the late 4th through 2nd centuries BC, 
another transformation took place: the space would have become more clearly divided 
into a separate agora and separate sanctuary of Apollo, a temenos wall serving to guard in 
a very concrete way the area of the sanctuary against the expansion of civic space. A 
curious indentation in the wall of the Prytaneion seems to have encroached upon the 
interior space of rooms IV’/C1 and II/B sometime after the building’s original 
construction. This was probably a necessary adjustment to further delineate the peribolos 
wall that ran near the Prytaneion and to bisect the area between GD 22 and GD21. The 
west wall was probably indented when the peribolos wall was constructed to surround the 
altars to the west of the Prytaneion and separate them from the Prytaneion, clearly 
placing them within the bounds of the temenos and the Prytaneion outside the bounds of 
                                                                                                                                                 
deities, typically Hestia or Zeus boulaios. (Hamon 2005, 318-319). Like the Prytaneion of Delos, the 
prytaneia of Paros and Athens seem also to have included cult images of Hestia, known from inscriptional 
evidence. (Miller 1977, 15). 
 
57 Marc 2000, 44. 
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the temenos.58 The construction of a monumental dromos leading to the sanctuary with 
the portico of Philip and the South portico alongside completed the transformation, thus 
defining the area of the Delian Agora and the space between the agora and the 
Prytaneion, which may well have been part of the agora.59 All these changes were 
completed before 166 BC, by which time the sanctuary and Delian agora were two 
completely separate entities. Thus the sanctuary (excluding the Prytaneion and including 
GD 21) and agora were side-by-side but completely independent of one another.  
  
Inscriptional Evidence 
The building’s identification is secure, due to the presence of inscriptions located 
within the building that refer to the building’s use by the prytanie, inventories listing 
objects and rooms of the Prytaneion, and decrees passed by the boule.60 Several stelae 
listing the inventories of the Prytaneion were erected within the structure; it seems logical 
that these inventories would have been placed where the objects themselves would have 
been stored. In addition to listing objects such as the herms that were set up in the 
courtyard, the inscriptions also provide a clue as to the function of the building, and a few 
repairs inscriptions dating to the early Hellenistic period record renovations undertaken 
                                                 
58 Although Miller argues that the wall dates to an earlier period (Miller 1977, 74-75), it more likely 
postdates the construction of the Prytaneion because remains of a straight wall were found and the 
indentation clearly reflects external constraints and changes. If the construction of the wall can be 
correlated with inscriptions referring to renovations undertaken to the west of the Prytaneion, and if the 
construction was carried out around the same time as other general repairs to the Prytaneion, then the wall 
may date to the early period of Delian independence. However, it may have been a replacement for an 
earlier temenos wall, either located in the same space or in a slightly different area. 
 
59 Marc 2000, 44-45. Indeed, as has been noted, a monumental entrance to the sanctuary was constructed in 
the Hellenistic period, perhaps relating to a general monumentalization of space, serving to further define 
the area. 
 
60 See table 2 for the texts and discussions of Delian inscriptions mentioning the Prytaneion. 
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on the south side of the Prytaneion and the west wall, repairs that seem to accord with the 
archaeological evidence. 
Two important inventories (ID 1416 A, dated to 156/5 BC, and ID 1417B, dated 
to 155/4 BC), made after the Athenians regained control of the island in 167/6 BC, list 
the contents of the Prytaneion room by room, thus providing the most solid evidence as to 
the identification of the building and of individual rooms.61 Vallois labels parts of the 
building according to the archaeological and inscriptional evidence:  Room IV/D would 
have been the Prytaneion, Room III/E the archeion, Room II/B the courtyard, and Rooms 
III’/C2 and IV’ the prodomoi of the archeion and Prytaneion.62 
The inventory also lists various statues of divinities and associated items, 
including several statues and statuettes of Hestia, Hermes, Apollo, and omphaloi. Perhaps 
some of these items were arranged in this room, placed in niches, around a cult statue of 
Hestia. Two inventories of dedications made to Hestia (ID 1416 and 1417, dedicated in 
156/5 and 155/4 respectively), discovered in the courtyard of the building, mention two 
statues of the goddess, one seated on an omphalos and the other on an altar.63 A 
thymiaterion is also listed in the inscriptions; such objects, used as incense burners, are 
attested in prytaneia, where they would have been stored, elsewhere in the Greek world.64 
                                                 
61 Miller 1977, 77. 
 
62 Vallois 1966, 174; The closets of Room III/E indicate that it may have been used as an archeion, or 
archive room for storing documents. A herm and herm base found in Room II/B may correspond to two of 
the four herms on stone bases dedicated by magistrates listed as located in the courtyard. In addition, a 
courtyard would have been a natural area for the placement of stelae, such as the inventories excavated 
Room II. A herm base found in Room III’/C2 may also correspond to one of the two herms on stone bases, 
which the lists locate in one of the prodomoi  (Étienne 1997, 320.) 
 
63 Roussel 1916, 221-222.  
 
64 Williams 2004, 66. 
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 Even though a hestiatorion is not mentioned in the inventory, its presence within 
or near the Prytaneion can be assumed by an inscription (ID 442B, dated to 179) that 
mentions silverware from the Prytaneion.65 In addition, an inscribed column was found 
that contained an inventory of the table service each archon received and passed on to his 
successor; many similar inventories, ranging from 268-170 BC, were found in the 
building, including an inscription that mentions dining couches installed for the prytanie 
(ID 199, dating to 274 BC).66 Such a room is also referenced by a repairs inscription, 
which mentions work done on the wall south of the hestiatorion and Prytaneion. (IG XI, 2 
144) Vallois suggests that Room III/E was originally a hestiatorion in the late 4th century 
and only later became an archeion; however, according to Miller, it seems more likely 
that both rooms were present and contemporary in the Delian Prytaneion.67 Vallois 
considered Room III/E as a possible candidate for the hestiatorion since it is large enough 
to seat ten couches, and, like many hestiatoria, had an entrance doorway placed slightly 
off-center, lending a slightly longer western section of the southern wall of the room. 
However, the off-center axis is barely visible, and the door leading to the two closets in 
back is placed in the center of the wall, a feature that does not accord with the desire to 
                                                 
65 Miller 1977, 76. One major function of the Prytaneion or closely-related structures of Delos was as a 
feasting-hall for magistrates. This function is commonly attested among prytaneia. Several prytaneia are 
listed as having hestiatoria, most notably the tholos building in the Athenian Agora. Pausanias mentions the 
term when describing the Prytaneion of Olympia, and eating and drinking utensils have been found in the 
presumed prytaneia at Cyzicus, Rhegium and Sigeion. Recent excavations undertaken in the Prytaneion at 
Olympia have revealed burning and fragments of charcoal in the west rooms of the Prytaneion, extending 
northward into what has tentatively been identified as a court (Blackman 1999-2000, pg. 50); this area may 
have served as a cooking and food preparation area for the Prytaneion, and may suggest a similar function 
for the open court of the Delian Prytaneion, although no evidence exists for its use in this capacity. (Miller 
1977, 33; ) The Prytaneion of Lato contains a separate hestiatorion, which would have accommodated 
around eleven people; the size is similar to the back rooms of the Delian Prytaneion, although the layout is 
clearly different (Roux 552, Miller 82-83). 
 
66 Feyel 2000, 247-248.  
 
67 Étienne 1997, 308; Miller 78 ; Williams 2004, 66. 
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provide maximum space for the klinai. And, indeed, if there was a hestiatorion included 
within GD 22, why is it not mentioned in the inventory? Perhaps it was self-evident that 
such a room existed, and there was thus no need to mention this room in inscriptions. Or 
perhaps the room functioned in several capacities, as did the Athenian tholos, and so 
lacked a definitive label. The inscription mentioning repairs to the wall south of the 
hestiatorion and Prytaneion may imply that the hestiatorion was a room within the 
Prytaneion building (since any room with a hearth to Hestia could be designated as a 
Prytaneion), but this may not necessarily be the case, and it may actually have been an 
independent or closely-related structure, north of the area undergoing renovation. A 
separate structure for the hestiatorion would actually make sense in light of the repairs 
inscription, since archaeological evidence (mentioned above) does exist for repairs 
undertaken to the south part of the Prytaneion building, while no definitive evidence 
exists for repairs to the wall south of rooms III/E and IV/D. In addition, the inscription ID 
199 does not specifically allude to dining couches in the Prytaneion, but rather provided 
for the prytanie, and so does not necessarily refer to the Prytaneion proper. No traces of 
burning can be discerned in the neighboring Room IV/D; some indication would be 
expected for an important hearth, although the structure may have served to symbolically 
represent Hestia, while another functioning hearth existed elsewhere. The courtyard 
would have been the most appropriate space for such a hearth, but no traces have been 
found there. It has been argued that a hearth would have been necessary for the 
preparation of food consumed in the hestiatorion, if indeed the room functioned in this 
capacity; yet no traces of a kitchen structure have been found attached to the building.68 
Perhaps, as with the Athenian Prytaneion, we must look elsewhere for the hestiatorion. 
                                                 
68 Use of the sacred hearth in this capacity seems unlikely. However, as Hansen attests, there must have 
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Another factor to take into account is the various dates of inscriptions relating to 
the Prytaneion and the evidence this might shed on the history of the political building. 
Eighteen inscriptions attest to the Prytaneion as a civic building functioning on the 
island.69 (Table 1) Although the archaeological evidence suggests that the structure dates 
to the classical period, inscriptions mentioning the Prytaneion do not appear in the record 
until the late-4th century BC. This is unusual, since the structure dates to the previous 
century and no doubt would have served as the home of the prytanie throughout the 
period of Athenian dominance. Not many inscriptions date to the 4th century, but those 
that do mention the practice of xenia and the good deeds done by local benefactors to the 
demos of the Athenians (ID 88, c. 368-362).70  Inscriptions pick up during the period of 
Delian independence, beginning in 301 with an inscription mentioning repairs done to the 
wall of the Prytaneion. Inscriptions during this period are significantly missing references 
to the Athenian demos, although they do mention the Delian demos. Prytaneion 
inscriptions are attested in the beginning of the second period of Athenian dominance, but 
drop off soon after; only four date to this period, and the last one seems to date from 
155/4 BC. Interestingly, the phrase τὸν δημον τὸν Αθηναίων makes a reappearance in 
one inscription relatively early, already in 167/6 BC (ID 1497), right after the 
establishment of the Athenian cleruchy on the island. Although no further renovations 
                                                                                                                                                 
been a separate fire located within the Prytaneion (Hansen 1994, 34); perhaps this was located in the 
courtyard area, or cooked food was brought into the Prytaneion. 
 
69 Even more decrees mention Hestia, which may or may not also reference the Prytaneion; three 
unpublished decrees found in the Prytaneion and dedicated to Hestia are mentioned by Feyel (Feyel 2000). 
These decrees are dated firmly to the period of Delian independence, and so are not unusual in terms of 
date.  
 
70 ἐπειδὴ ἀνὴρ ἀγαθός ἐστι Πυθόδωρος ὁ Δήλιος περὶ τὰ [χ]ρήματα τὰ το̑ θεο̑ καὶ τὸν δῆμον τὸν 
Ἀθηναίων, εἶναι αὐτὸν πρόξενον καὶ εὐεργέτην τοῦ δήμου τοῦ Ἀθηναίων καὶ αὐτὸν καὶ ἐκγόνος 




                                                
seem to have been done to the structure subsequent to the late Hellenistic period, an 
inscription dating to 129/8 BC (IG II 986) mentions a priest of Demos and of Roma, 
implying that subsequent to the reinstallation of Athenian power by Rome in 167/6 BC 
the building functioned as a sacred center for the veneration of Delos’ new masters.71 It 
also seems that a cult statue of Demos (and perhaps also Roma, although this is not 
attested in the inventories) was kept within the Prytaneion in addition to a cult statue of 
Hestia (IG 1497).72 Thus, the inscriptions mentioning the Prytaneion seem to accord with 
the historical evidence for the occupation of the island, and may denote that the building 
was closely tied with both the local Delian inhabitants (during the first period of Athenian 
dominance and the period of Delian independence) and the Athenian officials. 
 
71 Williams 2004, 64. 
 
72 Roussel 1916, 292; However, their original locations of these cult statues within the Prytaneion are 
unknown. Roussel suggests that the statues would have been placed in the complex of rooms in the center 
of the Prytaneion; a larger room or exedra, which functioned as an entrance, led into two small cellae where 
the cult statues where placed. The space is exceedingly small for anything other than storage of small items, 
though, and indeed Williams suggests that that these rooms would have stored the silverware and silver 
vessels mentioned in an inventory inscription in the courtyard (Williams 2004, 66). Étienne argues that 
these statues appear in the Prytaneion in the mid-2nd century BC and thus cannot be linked with the small 
rooms, the construction of which predates the cult by at least two centuries, although from the detailed 
plans of the building it seems that these smaller rooms were in fact secondary. He suggests that the small 
images were instead kept in back of Room IV/D, where they would have received offerings, although these 
rooms, too, seem to have been constructed coevally to the rest of the Prytaneion and in any case were too 
small to accommodate an extensive shrine. The cult statues may not necessarily have required a separately 
constructed room; perhaps, like the statue of Hestia, they were placed in the Prytaneion, around the hearth. 
  
4.  GD 21: BOULEUTERION? 
 
In contrast to GD 22, the function of GD 21 cannot be safely determined, because 
of a lack of conclusive archaeological and epigraphic evidence. GD 21, the structure 
identified by scholars as a bouleuterion, was excavated in the late 19th century and was 
labeled “Building Delta” in excavation reports on the as-yet unidentified building. A 
series of six sondages conducted between 1974 and 1987 clarified the history of the area 
and aided in dating some of the monuments. Not much else has been done to analyze the 
architecture or archaeology of GD 21, and even the sondages undertaken by Étienne were 
not so extensive as to provide information about the relative chronologies of all portions 
of the structure. The identification of GD 21 as a bouleuterion is problematic; nothing 
substantiates this identification save for an altar dedicated to Athena Polias, which 
scholars have taken as evidence that the building served a civic purpose. Since then, 
scholars have attempted to rationalize the use of the building as a civic structure, 
identifying the small room in the building as an archaion for the storage of political 
documents. However, no concrete evidence points to this identification; no inscriptions 
have been found set up in the building specifically alluding to the bouleuterion.73 
Identifying the structure based on inscriptions alone is moreover problematic, and 
although inscriptions found on the island do indeed reference a bouleuterion, they tend to 
                                                 
73 This is understandable, since perishable papyri texts were mainly stored in civic buildings while stone 
stelae were set up in more public sacred and civic spaces. 
date to a much later period than the construction of GD 21. In order to fully evaluate the 
state of the building and to attempt an identification, it is necessary to take into account 
the archaeological evidence, against which the inscriptional evidence and spatial and 
historical considerations can be assessed. I intend to assess the historical, archaeological, 
and inscriptional record to determine a reattribution of the building and to provide an 
assessment of the patrons of the structure. 
 
Archaeological Evidence 
GD 21 is located within the peribolos wall demarcating the precinct of Apollo, 
bordered by the Temple of Apollo to the west and Hall of the Bulls to the east. (fig. 12). 
The Prytaneion borders the structure to the south. The building is long and rectangular in 
shape, 21.9 meters North-South and 6.9 meters East-West (figs. 13, 14).74 The carefully-
constructed walls are preserved to a maximum height of 1.69 meters, and two threshold 
blocks in situ in the west wall have cuttings that indicate double doors. Foundations for a 
partition wall running East-West, 6.6 meters from the north wall were found, dividing the 
building into a smaller, square north room and a longer south room. McDonald asserts 
that this partition is contemporaneous with the original construction of the building, 
although this assertion is problematic.75 The larger room has a line of column bases set 
1.65 meters apart down its long axis; originally there were seven columns, one of which 
was engaged in the south wall and one in the partition wall (fig. 15). This series of 
columns would have divided the building transversally into two aisles, although not 
completely symmetrically, as the supports are placed slightly further towards the east 
                                                 
74 McDonald 1943, 183-184. 
 
75 McDonald 1943, 183. 
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end.  The building was mainly constructed of large-grained blocks of Delian marble and 
blocks of gneiss, although the columns and bases were of white imported marble, as were 
the roof tiles. Other features include the base of a marble loutron, found outside the 
structure (although it is not known if this was in situ), which would have been used for 
purification before entering the building. Outside the northeast corner, a column carrying 
a dedication to Athena Polias was set up close to the east wall, the base of which serves 
also for the foundation of GD 22; this has been dated to the first half of the 6th cent. BC 
(figs. 16a, b).76  
The structure has been hesitatingly identified as a bouleuterion; unfortunately, 
little exists that can allow a more reliable attribution. Arguments for its attribution 
include the close proximity to the Prytaneion and its association with the Archaic 
dedication to Athena Polias, which, according to Bruneau, designates a municipal 
function for the building.77 However, the dedication does not necessarily have to denote a 
specifically civic space, and the Prytaneion was constructed long after GD 21 and may 
not have been as closely related to GD 21 throughout its history as previously thought, as 
one building is included, and the other excluded from, the temenos, at least from the 
Hellenistic period onward; it therefore should not be a major factor when determining the 
function of GD 21. 
A few problems affect the interpretation of this building as a bouleuterion with 
separate archaeion in back. More work needs to be done to determine if the partition wall 
is really contemporaneous with the initial construction of the building, since the doors 
along the long side of the building are in a very strange position, off-axis from the center 
                                                 
76 McDonald 1943, 184; Hellmann 1992, 70. 
 
77 Bruneau 2005, 189. 
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of the building, with view to both the entire building and particularly the large southern 
room. In addition, the presence of “engaged” columns is unusual, especially the column 
incorporated into the north partition wall, which appears as if it was bisected by the wall, 
rather than prearranged as a fully engaged column. Engaged columns are unusual 
architectural features to find in this period, and generally only appear in Greek 
architecture starting in the late Classical period.78 Finally, according to the stone plan, the 
partition wall is not even entirely parallel to the North and South walls of the building. 
Perhaps the columns originally spanned the entire width of the building, and only later a 
second room was installed and the columns taken out; indeed, four extra columns can be 
reconstructed in the northern room. Again, more work needs to be done to determine 
whether these spanned the entire building.  
Another problem exists with this identification: why would expensive materials 
such as high-quality fine-grained marble for the columns and roof tiles have been used 
for a non-sacred, civic building? Marble tiles, especially, were difficult to manufacture 
and position on the ceilings of buildings, and would have been costly.79 Marble 
ornamentation may have been used to monumentalize the building to a certain extent and 
to imitate other, grander buildings in the area. If the structure was used as a meeting-
place for sacred officials in charge of overseeing the temple precinct, perhaps the use of 
marble refinements was a conscious effort to link the civic buildings with the sacred 
buildings within the sanctuary. The structure can be compared in material and 
                                                 
78 c.f. the Temple of Apollo at Bassai, with three-quarter columns, however; engaged half-columns are a 
Hellenistic phenomenon. 
 
79 Glowacki 1998, 84. It should be noted, though, that the use of marble does not necessarily establish the 
building as an important construction. Cycladic architecture often made abundant use of marble, and, 
according to Ohnesorg, Delos had imported marble from Naxos and Paros starting in the Archaic period, 
and in both sacred and non-sacred buildings the Delians often made use of lower-quality local marble – the 
type of marble used in GD 21 for the bottom course of ashlar blocks. 
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construction technique to several other structures on Delos dating to the Archaic and 
Classical periods, both sacred and secular, including the so-called Thesmophorion (GD 
48), Heraion B, the Prytaneion, and the Oikos of the Naxians; these are all composed of 
marble orthostate-like blocks on the bottom course with gneiss above, and some include 
fine-grained marble columns and roof tiles as well.80 Hellmann assigns both a sacred and 
secular use to GD 21. According to Hellmann, the structure seems not to have been 
originally included in the hieron, an arrangement that would be expected for a sacred 
structure. Hellmann suggests an initial secular, perhaps civic function of the building, 
and, later on, when the structure became incorporated into the temenos of the sanctuary – 
when the peribolos wall transected the Prytaneion and bouleuterion – the building 
acquired a sacred function, perhaps as an oikos.81 Little can be said about the extent of 
the Archaic hieron, and GD 21 was indeed situated near the sacred center, so perhaps it 
was conceived of as a building connected to the sanctuary.  
In terms of parallels on the island, the building is structurally similar to the Oikos 
of the Naxians (fig. 17). This building, constructed in the first half of the 6th century BC, 
includes a long hall subdivided by a row of eight columns. The layout is similar to that of 
GD 21, although the Oikos of the Naxians opens onto two porches at either end, instead 
of simple thresholds inserted into the long walls, has no engaged columns and no 
partitions. Another significant aspect of the Oikos of the Naxians is its use of marble roof 
tiles, a feature that is paralleled in GD 21. Ohnesorg considers the Oikos to be one of the 
earliest buildings with preserved marble roof in the Greek world, noting that marble roof 
tiles were acknowledged as a Naxian invention, introduced in the first quarter of the 6th 
                                                 
80 Fraisse 1995, 35-37. 
 
81 Hellmann 1992, 70. 
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century BC.82 Perhaps parallels in construction with the Oikos of the Naxians supports an 
Archaic date for GD 21, in use since the Naxian period of influence on the island, 
although likely constructed at a slightly later date than the Oikos. However, this 
speculation should not be heavily relied upon to give an accurate assessment of the origin 
of the structure nor of its use during the Archaic period. Indeed, the use of marble tiles in 
GD 21 is unusual; the Oikos of the Naxians was a temple in its earliest phase, but GD 21 
has not, so far, been associated with any temple structure; such lavish use of imported 
marble roof tiles would be expected for a sacred structure, but not for a purely civic one. 
Perhaps rather than rationalizing the existence of marble tiles in a civic building, the 
explanation should be sought in the function of the structure. 
A further problem exists. How would meetings have taken place in the main 
room, with columns running down the middle? The pillars were structurally necessary for 
many Greek buildings of this period, since the builders did not yet have the technology to 
build roofs of this width without supports. There are no remains of marble or stone 
benches, but wooden benches could theoretically have been placed along the walls of the 
building; such arrangements have been reconstructed for structures identified as 
bouleuteria at Delphi and Olympia. 83  However, the columns would have interfered with 
spectators’ views, and the engaged columns would have prevented any axial view from 
favoring one end or the other. Thus, any speakers would have had to speak in the center 
of the building.  
                                                 
82 Glowacki 84 Ohnesorg 1993, 53-59. 
 
83 Gneisz 1990, 72. 
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The date of the structure is highly debated and difficult to assign.84 GD 21 has 
been dated to the early 6th century BC based on an Archaic dedication to Athena Polias 
(ID 15) dating to the first half of the 6th century BC (based on letter forms) that shares the 
same continuous gneiss foundation as the marble layer of GD 21. 85  However, the date of 
the base has not been identified with precision, since the only chronological indication is 
the letter forms, and the superstructure building may date to a later period than the 
foundations.86 The first dated, inscribed decrees with reference to the bouleuterion were 
set up in the temenos of Apollo around 300 BC – this date provides a terminus ante quem 
for the bouleuterion on the island, although not necessarily GD 21. In the 1970s and 
1980s a series of excavations conducted by Étienne did clarify to some extent the 
chronology of the building. He notes that a series of pits had been dug in the area of the 
building, which were filled when the building was constructed; five strata can be 
distinguished in these pits, all dating prior to the foundation of the bouleuterion. The 
lowest layer consisted of a loose fill of earth and pottery; the analysis of ceramic sherds 
found in this layer indicates that they were from domestic structures and not from a 
sanctuary complex, and that they dated from the late Geometric until the last quarter of 
the 6th century BC. The Geometric sherds provide a terminus ante quem for the beginning 
of the occupation of the area, the Archaic sherds a terminus post quem for the 
                                                 
84 For a comparison of date attributions for GD 21, see table 1. 
 
85 Étienne 2007, 326. 
 
86 Vallois suggests a date after the construction of the Oikos of the Naxians, since, he argues, the architects 
of the bouleuterion likely would have been influenced by the plan of the oikos. He also argues that the 
fairly unsophisticated, “primitive” architecture and plan indicates an early date, perhaps in the early 6th 
century BC. (Étienne 2007, 326; Vallois 1966, 109). McDonald rejects an early date for GD 21, noting that 
the wall construction resembles that of other Delian buildings dated to the end of the 5th or early 4th 
century BC. (McDonald 1943, 184). 
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construction of GD 21.87 This serves as the most incontrovertible evidence for the dating 
of the structure. However, how does this late-6th century date accord with the dedication 
to Athena Polias, which has been dated to the first half of the 6th century BC? The 
evidence of the finds should prevail over evidence from inscriptions; perhaps the 
foundations for the building were laid in the early-6th century BC, or the platform on 
which the dedication was set up was built then, and only later was incorporated into the 
wall of GD 21. 
One of the main arguments for the assignation of GD 21 as a bouleuterion and for 
a date in the 6th century BC is its long, enclosed ground plan with a line of interior 
columns, similar in plan to a few other Archaic structures. The two separate rooms of GD 
21 suggest a differentiation in the function of space; McDonald suggests that the smaller, 
north room may have served as an archeion, where archives were stored, and the larger, 
south room served as the main meeting-place.88 However, evidence for bouleuteria 
during such an early period is scanty, and only a few examples exist in the Greek world 
during the late Archaic and Classical periods; even these cannot be dated or attributed 
with certainty, since there was no standardized plan for council houses during the Archaic 
and Classical periods; only in the Hellenistic period do civic buildings become more 
standardized in their layouts. 89 As Kockel points out, while we already know from the 
late Archaic period a first example in Athens, only during the Hellenistic period are 
                                                 
87 Étienne 2007, 325. 
 
88 McDonald 1943, 184. 
 
89 Balty 575. Hellenistic bouleuteria are generally constructed as either square buildings with squared, 
tiered seating on the interior (examples include the bouleuteria at Priene, Thasos, and Notion), or, even 
more commonly (especially in the late Hellenistic period), square buildings with semicircular, rounded 
tiered seating, often with a portico in front (examples include the New Bouleuterion at Athens and the 
bouleuteria of Apollonia, Akrai, and Alabanda). For a typological comparison of bouleuteria, see: Gniesz 
1990. 
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council assembly buildings included in the usual inventory of a city, and only then do 
they become standardized.90 The plan of the Delian building is much simpler than that of 
the Old Bouleuterion of Athens, and indeed it may date to an earlier period. Its plan 
resembles other narrow ground plans, observed not only in the Oikos of the Naxians, but 
in other buildings identified as bouleuteria across the Greek world, namely the buildings 
at Olympia, Delphi, Orchomenus, and Olynthus (figs. 18a, b, c, d). Gneisz notes that the 
“bouleuterion” of Delphi, is one of the oldest in the Greek world, and would have been 
constructed around the same time as GD 21, with a similar ground plan.91 The Delphian 
structure, which dates to the late 6th or early 5th century BC, was an elongated, 
rectangular hall located in the Sanctuary of Apollo, and likely had an interior single row 
of columns on the long axis (similar to GD 21) with wooden benches along the walls. 
However, the building at Delphi has only been tentatively identified as a bouleuterion, 
based solely on literary sources and comparisons with other (tentative) bouleuteria; the 
date is based only on the building material and the narrow ground plan, and indeed no 
mention of a bouleutrion is made in inscriptions prior to 180 BC. The identification of the 
structure is thus problematic.92  
The so-called bouleuterion of Olympia, constructed in the late-6th and early-5th 
century BC, was comprised mainly of two long apsidal halls with interior single-column 
bases.93 Between these halls was a square, enclosed space of unknown function. This 
                                                 
90 Kockel 29. 
 
91 Gneisz 1990, 59. 
 
92 McDonald 1943, 185-188; Guide de Delphes no. 221. This building is only identified based on literary 
sources (Plutarch), and its date is only based on the narrow plan and the building material. 
 
93 McDonald 1943, 224-228. 
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structure has been identified based on descriptions of the location of the Olympian 
bouleuterion provided by Pausanias and Xenophon, and has been dated only in 
comparison with other structures at Olympia; therefore, the building cannot be identified 
with certainty. In addition, the tripartite layout is unusual for a civic building, and so the 
question remains why the inhabitants felt the need to construct a separate structure 
attached to the first hall, rather than simply enlarging the interior space. The so-called 
bouleuterion of Orchomenos, constructed in the early 5th century BC94, was comprised of 
a single long hall with a central row of twelve columns, with an entrance in the long 
walls, similar to the Delian GD 21. McDonald notes that the attribution of this building as 
a bouleuterion has been made “with reserve” by the excavators, although identification in 
this case is slightly safer, since a series of decrees passed by the council were found 
inside, albeit in a fill above ground level. 95 These, however, date to the 3rd century BC, 
after the structure had been in use for a long while. The structure is more elongated than 
other closed, colonnaded buildings identified as bouleuteria, and Coulton includes the 
building in his typology of Greek stoai; thus, the structure may not have been a purpose-
built, monofunctional bouleuterion, but rather a multifunctional closed building with 
central colonnade, which, among others, could also have served for civic purposes. 96 The 
so-called bouleuterion of Olynthus, constructed in the 5th century BC, consisted in its 
earliest phase of a long hall subdivided by a row of seven columns. Problems, however, 
exist with the identification and date of the building. The extant ground plan is 
                                                 
94 McDonald 1943, 238. McDonald dates the structure based on the style of antefix and wall construction. 
 
95 McDonald 1943, 236-238. 
 
96 Coulton 1976, 269. Coulton calls the structure a bouleuterion, but includes it in his catalogue of Greek 
stoai. 
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incomplete and has been reconstructed only tentatively. In addition, no evidence exists 
for its attribution as a bouleuterion save for the proximity of the structure to another 
public building (and perhaps to the civic center) as well as comparison with other 
structures identified as civic buildings.97 Thus it seems that the prevailing view of Gneisz 
and McDonald – that a narrow hall, combined with a single row of columns, would have 
been a rather common plan for early bouleuteria – is problematic. One of the main factors 
in the attribution of such long, enclosed halls as civic spaces is the similarities they show 
to one another. However, this is exceedingly questionable, since, as it has been shown, 
most early structures displaying this form have been identified as bouleuteria only 
tentatively at best. Identifying them based on other structures exhibiting the same 
groundplan is circular reasoning. 
 
Spatial Considerations 
 By examining the spatial aspect of GD 21 – how it related spatially to other 
buildings in the area, and how the use of space changed over time – it may be possible to 
narrow down, if not specifically define, the function of the building. However, since 
scholars have generally operated on the assumption that the space served a largely civic 
function precisely because GD 21 could be identified as a bouleuterion, it is necessary to 
isolate the building from previous studies on its function, analyzing its location from a 
purely objective viewpoint. 
Since the function of the space in which GD 21 was situated has been discussed 
above, only a few points will be made here. GD 21 seems to have been one of the first 
                                                 
97 McDonald 1943, 231-236. 
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monumental structures built in the vicinity;98 later buildings, such as the Prytaneion, 
largely respected the space on which the building was constructed, although serving to 
further define the area. Since the area seems to have been largely open during the Archaic 
period, it is conceivable that it would have served a public function, perhaps as an agora 
(fig. 19). This is the argument Étienne makes (see above). In plans of Archaic Delos the 
building is isolated from sacred structures (and presumably from the sacred area), but 
these plans are complicated by the fact that we do not  fully know the extent of the hieron 
of Apollo in this time; indeed, there may not even have been a peribolos wall. 
Nevertheless, if the building did in fact serve a civic purpose, its location during the 
Archaic period is not unusual. Civic buildings, and especially bouleuteria, were usually 
situated near or in agorai; indeed, in many Greek city-states, the boule originally met in 
an open space in the agora.99 GD 21 retained its structure throughout the period of 
Athenian hegemony, although the nature of the space changed, becoming less open and 
more defined by buildings (a change that perhaps signifies, also, a change in the function 
of GD 21). The close proximity of GD 21 to the securely-identified Prytaneion and to an 
open space which may have been the location of the Archaic and Classical Agora gives 
the impression that the building functioned in some political, civic or public capacity. 
However, the Prytaneion was constructed significantly later than GD 21, and so cannot 
provide an accurate indication of the function of the space prior to the classical period.  
                                                 
98 Étienne 2007, 331. 
 
99 McDonald 1943, 41. Bouleuteria tend to be located within the agora or other public spaces; Plutarch 
mentions that a city’s bouleuterion tended to be located in the agora (Plut. Mor. 305 B), and indeed the 
most famous example, the bouleuterion of Athens, was located in the Agora. 
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McDonald argues that, on Delos, the bouleuterion was connected more closely 
with religious than with civic administration,100 and, if GD 21 can in fact be identified as 
a bouleuterion, this religious function of the boule may be made apparent in the 
placement of the structure near the major temples. Étienne sees the clear definition of 
Delian spaces in this period as a product of Athenian, and specifically Peisistratid, 
influence, as newly-constructed Athenian buildings, such as the Prytaneion and GD 21, 
slowly take over the center.101 As these buildings are constructed, private space is pushed 
towards the east, and the area is further defined as a sacred space by the dedication of 
altars west of GD 21 and Prytaneion. The council, meeting in the bouleuterion, was a key 
body in the Athenian democratic institution, overseeing the legality and effectiveness of 
the public assembly and the ongoing control of administrative acts performed by judges 
and magistrates responsible for finance, administration and sacred property.102 However, 
Delos, as both a substantial sacred site (administered by the Athenians) and settlement 
(administered by the Delians), may have been a special case, different from other Greek 
city-states and settlements that had a single primary function, either sacred or civil. 
Therefore, more than one council – civic and sacred – may have been present on the 
island at one or more points during its history, served by more than one building. 
However, the sacred nature of the Delian boule has been questioned by Chankowski, who 
sees the boule and associated bouleuterion as primarily civic institutions serving the 
                                                 
100 McDonald 1943, 252. 
 
101 Étienne 2007, 331-332. 
 
102 Vial 1985, 111-112. 
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Delian population; the sanctuary would have been served by a separate Athenian 
administration during the Classical period.103  
The building’s spatial proximity to sacred structures suggests that it had some 
association with the hieron. The practice of placing a bouleuterion within the hieron itself 
(as opposed to nearby, a practice which is attested among some Greek cities) is 
unusual.104 Since GD 21 was constructed prior to the Athenian takeover of the island and 
perhaps originally, and conceivably subsequently, did serve a sacred function, it was 
deemed important enough to be included in the sanctuary complex, as was the altar that 
abuts the wall to the west of the Prytaneion. Hellmann, however, argues that GD 21 
would have originally been situated outside the hieron, located in public rather than 
sacred space, and then only later incorporated into the sanctuary, perhaps at some point 
during the period of independence, around the time of the decree mentioning renovations 
done to the west wall of the Prytaneion. The function of the structure therefore would 
have changed as well, from a secular to sacred function. However, it is more likely that 
the building maintained a single function throughout its history; there would always have 
been a border of the temenos, either temporary or permanent, and this peribolos wall was 
simply constantly changed and redefined, as the temenos expanded. Even if originally 
used under the Athenians, GD 21 continued to be used by the Delians throughout the 
period of their independence, and the building likely would have retained its function or 
adopted a similar function to suit the needs of the Delian inhabitants. The inhabitants may 
                                                 
103 Chankowski 200, 72-73. 
 
104 The structure identified as a bouleuterion at Delphi seems to reside in the temenos of the Sanctuary of 
Apollo, on the western side of the sacred way, but Delphi did not have a substantial, built-up agora in 
which to place its civic buildings until the Roman period. The building identified as a bouleuterion at 
Olympia seems to have been constructed next to the altis, near the temple of Zeus, but was not contained 
within the hieron. 
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simply have constructed the peribolos wall to emphasize the sacred character of the 
construction and to separate it visually from the growing civic space to south.  
What, then, would have been the function of GD 21? In terms of plan, the 
building is not architecturally distinct enough to betray any specific function that would 
have defined the structure. A number of other buildings incorporated in the temenos of 
Apollo present a similar unassuming, rectangular layout, and other Archaic and Classical 
non-sacred buildings in or near the sanctuary complex on Delos also exhibit use of lavish 
materials and monumentality, many even exceeding GD 21 in grandeur; these include the 
Oikos of the Naxians, the treasuries, and GD 43 and 44. These last two buildings, 
identified by Bruneau as the South Building and North Building,105 were, like the Oikos 
of the Naxians, multifunctional spaces, used as feasting halls, treasuries, archeia, or 
meeting places. Remarkably, like GD 21, these buildings seem to have been embellished 
by extensive use of marble on the exterior. Not all buildings within the temenos 
necessarily served a sacred function, but may have been tangentially related to the sacred 
space, instead serving as buildings that aided in the functioning and management of the 
sanctuary, as places housing or serving priests or storing sacred items. Perhaps the 
location of the building was consciously chosen to serve both public and sacred needs. A 
completely separate civic institution would have been needed to serve the needs of the 
island until the period of Delian independence, when the political and sacred 
administration of the island may have merged under one political institution, the boule. 
                                                 
105 Bruneau 2005, 205-206; the interiors, of at least GD 44 (and perhaps GD 43), would have been 
supported by pillars. Strange openings in the walls of GD 44 may indicate that the structure served as a 
hestiatorion, perhaps with an altar or hearth inside, which would have required ventilation. The buildings 
seem to date to c. 500 BC, not long after the construction of GD 21, and so would have been in use 
contemporaneously with Building Delta. GD 44 has been identified by Vallois as a hieropoion, or meeting 
place for the local hieropoioi, but others have identified it as an oikos, built by either the Parians or the 
Delians.  
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Perhaps GD 21 served as a meeting-place and/or dining area for sacred officials or 
assemblies serving the sanctuary – either for the early sacred officials prior to the period 
of Athenian dominance, the Athenian amphictyons or the later Delian hieropes in charge 
of overseeing the temple precinct.106  
 
Inscriptional Evidence 
The existence of a bouleuterion on the island is uncontested, despite difficulty in 
identifying the structure; a series of around 195 honorary decrees passed by the council 
and assembly from the end of the 4th century BC down to the 2nd century BC, set up in 
the sanctuary of Apollo, all add the provision: “the council shall record this decree in/at 
the bouleuterion, and the temple officers [shall record it] on a stone stele, and place it in 
the sacred precinct.”107 These inscriptions provide an idea of the date and use of the 
bouleuterion, providing a terminus ante quem of the late 4th century BC. The normal 
practice was to file away copies of the decrees on papyrus within the bouleuterion; these 
documents differed from those stored in the Prytaneion, which mainly housed documents 
pertaining to the social and cultural history of the city. A stone copy of the most 
important decrees would also have been set up in the Sanctuary of Apollo, to be made 
                                                 
106 Chankowski asserts that the Delian hieropes were the successors of the Athenian sacred officials in 
charge of the hieron of Apollo during the Classical period. In this respect, they would have inherited the 
functions, and perhaps also the buildings, of their Athenian predecessors (Chankowski 2008, 160). 
 
107 Gneisz 1990, 45-46, Hellmann 1992, 69. See table 3 for the texts of Delian decrees mentioning the 
Bouleuterion. Since a large number of such decrees are preserved, only the earliest known and latest known 
decrees are provided. No commentary is provided, since all extant decrees mention the bouleuterion only in 
the context of the phrase, “ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα τὴν μὲν βουλὴν εἰς τὸ βουλευτήριον, τοὺς δὲ 
ἱεροποιοὺς εἰς τὸ ἱερόν.” 
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public.108 Since no stone copies would have been kept in the bouleuterion, however, no 
finds could be made which would allow for a safe identification.  
The dates of the various decrees mentioning a bouleuterion and their relative 
quantities over time may shed some light on the history of the political structure. No 
decrees mentioning a bouleuterion exist prior to the late-4th century BC and to the period 
of independence, and none after 176 BC. (Table 1) All mentions tend to be rather 
formulaic, incorporating the phrase, ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα τὴν μὲν βουλὴν εἰς 
τὸ  βουλευτήριον, τοὺς δὲ ἱεροποιοὺς εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν.   The first inscriptions mentioning the 
bouleuterion appear soon after the period of Delian independence, and although mentions 
of a boule appear in inscriptions prior to that date, this is no indication that they would 
have been housed in a building specifically demarcated for that purpose. Indeed, 
inscriptions dating to later periods indicate that the boule sometimes met in the ekklesia, 
and so it is conceivable that the boule either met in a large, open space such as a theater 
or the agora, or in a multifunctional building that may or may not have served a 
specifically civic function. The Delians may not have needed separately-defined civic 
buildings, and the need to identify separate bouleuteria, prytaneia, and ekklesiasteria may 
just be a product of modern preconceptions about Greek political structures. Indeed, 
evidence indicates that Delian members of the boule, at least during the time of Delian 
independence, would often have functioned on several different levels, serving as 
officials in more than one capacity.109 Perhaps therefore it was more convenient to 
convene in a multifunctional hall that served other civic institutions and associations as 
well. 
                                                 
108 Gneisz 1990, 46; Hellmann 1992, 69. 
 
109 Vial 1985, 124. 
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Interestingly, decrees mentioning the bouleuterion seem to drop off around the 
beginning of the 2nd century BC, the last inscriptions dating to 180-176 BC. In order to 
fully assess the reasons for this decline, further work needs to be done to determine where 
the term bouleuterion shows up in the inscriptional record, and where the term appears in 
honorary decrees. If mentions of the boule or bouleuterion in honorary decrees end 
around the same time as the rest of the inscriptional evidence, this may indicate that there 
was a significant shift in the importance of various structures; new clubhouses or 
associations became more significant, and were considered a more valuable place to store 
honorary decrees than was the bouleuterion.110 Alternately, perhaps we just do not have 
decrees that mention a bouleuterion subsequent to 176 BC because no specific building 
functioned as such any longer, since this drop-off occurs soon after the second takeover 
of Delos by the Athenians and their subsequent establishment of a cleruchy. Although the 
Athenian cleruchy was modeled after Athens, and so therefore would likely have had 
common civic buildings (at least in the beginning), it is debated how long the cleruchy 
really was in power, and so the inscriptional record may well indicate that the democratic, 
civic institution of the boule, or at least the physical presence of the bouleuterion, was no 
longer needed. Perhaps the building that beforehand served as the bouleuterion changed 
fundamentally in this period, reflected in the cutoff in inscriptions.
 
110 A closer assessment of the honorary inscriptions on Delos, both decrees and dedications, would be 
revealing of the nature of the Delian boule and institutions – in which decrees and dedications does the 
boule/bouleuterion appear, and in which do they not. Where – in which cases, when and for whom – is the 
boule involved, and where not Although such a study is beyond the scope of this paper (as hundreds of 
decrees exist that mention the bouleuterion, notwithstanding the boule), this comprehensive assessment 
could provide a better idea of whether the boule and/or bouleuterion continued to exist after 167/6 BC, for 
how long, and in which capacity; and the same for the bouleuterion. 
  
5.  GD 47: EKKLESIASTERION? 
 
GD 47, the building identified as the ekklesiasterion, is located in the northwest 
corner of the sanctuary of Apollo. Vallois identified 5 building phases, based on 
differences in the material and technique of walls, from the 5th century BC to the late-1st 
century BC. His reconstruction, briefly outlined in one article without sufficient 
documentation (plans, photographs), is problematic for several reasons, however. Later 
scholars have largely accepted Vallois’ assessment of the building, and no further 
detailed studies or a final publication ever appeared. Vallois identified this building as an 
ekklesiasterion, or assembly-hall, based primarily on epigraphic evidence, which, 
however, dates only to the late-3rd c BC. By reassessing the archaeological evidence as 




GD 47 is surrounded by GD 48 in the west, tentatively identified as a hestiatorion, 
the portico of the Artemision, GD 46 in the south, GD 35 (identified as the graphe) in the 
east, and a street in the north. An open area enclosed in a peribolos wall runs behind the 
structure to the east and south, and a narrow alley, traversed by a sewer, runs between the 
ekklesiasterion and GD 48 to the west (figs. 20, 21). In its current state, GD 47 is 
comprised of two rooms, labeled Room X and Room Y, with a courtyard to the south. 
The remains of three marble parastades and several fragments of capitals were found in 
and around the building, and the remains of marble benches were excavated along the 
walls of the larger room X (figs. 22, 23). However, in all phases, the building technique 
and materials utilized are rather simple, the walls mainly built of gneiss blocks and slabs, 
with sparse utilization of marble, which is mainly used for the orthostates and later 
Hellenistic parastades. 
GD 47 is primarily identified as the ekklesiasterion based on the presence of 
fragments of parastades in the building, which Valois suggests are those mentioned in the 
ekklesiasterion repairs inscriptions, as well as the inventory of Kallistratos (ID 1417), 
dating to the mid-2nd century BC, which lists objects stored in various public buildings, 
including the ekklesiasterion. The text follows a roughly topographical order in 
enumerating various buildings in and around the sanctuary of Apollo, and the location of 
the ekklesiasterion has commonly been determined in connection to that of other safely 
known structures (fig. 24).111 Mention of the ekklesiasterion occurs soon after mention of 
known buildings located in the precinct of Apollo; thus, Vallois argues, the 
ekklesiasterion must also be located in or near the precinct.112 Vallois also interpreted 
GD 48, next to the western wall of GD 47, as the “Thesmophorion” mentioned in 
inventory. Unfortunately, several problems are evident in the inscriptional record and in 
the 
                                                 
111 Étienne 1997, 307. 
 
112 Vallois 1929, 314. From the oikos located in the Hieron of Apollo, the hieropes would have headed 
north to the “οἴκωι τῶι πρὸς τῶι ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι” (which he identifies as the north building) then passed 
through a peribolos gate to the ekklesiasterion, exited through a threshold between the ekklesiasterion and 
north building and crossed into the Dodekatheon to the north. From there they would have bypassed the 
Hypostyle hall and gone into the Temple of Poseidon, then turned eastward toward the thesmophorion, 
entering through the doorway in either the west or south. From there they would have gone north to the 
Letoon and again through the Dodekatheon. 
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Vallois’ interpretation.113 Inventories do not necessarily follow a topographical 
arrangement, and the Thesmophorion does not necessarily have to denote an independent 
building, but might be an annex to an already-identified structure.   
Vallois suggests a tentative chronology for the five building phases, dating the 
initial construction to the first half of the 5th century BC (fig. 25).114 The remains of the 
first-period construction consist of a small, oblong room that can tentatively be 
reconstructed with a size of c. 13.7 m. (East-West) by 6 m. (North-South).115 In the 
subsequent period, the hall was enlarged eastwards by 9 m and southwards by 6 m. In 
order to expand the building, it is likely that elements from the north building were 
incorporated into the wall of the expanding structure.116 Thus extant remains indicate that 
at this point, the entire structure was one single long rectangular hall, similar in 
appearance to the earlier phase, but much expanded to 12 by 24 meters.117 The interior 
arrangement of the building is unknown at this period, although some sort of support was 
probably used for the roof; however, definitive evidence for a roof only exists during the 
2nd century BC, after the installation of the parastades. In addition, several tiers of marble 
steps located along the north wall of the building seem to have been incorporated during 
                                                 
113 The Thesmophorion and Graphe have not been identified with certainty, and GD 48 has been 
convincingly identified as a banquet hall (Roux 534-543). 
 
114 Vallois 1929, 283, 311. The building seems to have been constructed earlier than neighboring structures, 
namely the so-called Graphe, which seems to have been separately constructed between 402-394 BC and 
was later incorporated into the complex of GD 47. For a comparison of date attributions for GD 47, see 
table 1. 
 
115 Vallois 1929, 285; In this period, both the graphe and GD 47 were probably linked spatially by a wall to 
the south of Graphe which would have been contemporary with the 2nd phase of GD 47; the impact for the 
use and function of GD 47 and 35 is not clear, however. 
 
116 Vallois 1929, 286. The extant wall A’ from the first period was extended southward by 6 m, and a new 
southern wall was constructed, which was destroyed by subsequent rebuilding. 
 
117 Vallois 1929, 285-287. 
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this phase or in the next phase, perhaps indicating that the building was used for 
assemblies or performances. Vallois assigns construction of the second phase to the late 
4th century or early 3rd century BC.118 During phase 3, the western section of the hall 
was enlarged southwards, thus forming the room called X with a surface area of 16.3 x 
13.7 m. A smaller angular wall, dubbed Cp2, extended at an angle from the western end 
of the south wall of the North Building and would have connected to the corner of the 
newly-constructed western and southern walls of Room X. Vallois suggests that this wall 
would have formed the southern peribolos of the so-called ekklesiasterion during this 
phase, enclosing both Room Y and the North Building. Later, when the peribolos wall 
was extended further southward, this wall would have been destroyed.119 A small apse 
with a semicircular exedra 5.1 meters in diameter, located in the middle of the north wall 
of Room X, may have been constructed in this phase. The structure was certainly roofed 
at this time, evidenced by the preservation of roof tiles dating to this period.120 Vallois 
ascribes a date of the mid-3rd century BC to phase 3.121  
                                                 
118 Vallois 1929, 286. This date is based solely on the incorporation of the north building into the temenos 
of the structure, which is problematic since there is no strong evidence for the original north building. The 
technical detail of the carving of the threshold provides a terminus ante quem: the technique used to fix the 
doorjamb to the marble euthynteria suggests a date of the 2nd half of the 3rd cent. or beginning of the 2nd 
cent. BC, but Vallois suggests that this may have been a replacement from a later period. 
 
119 Vallois 1929, 288-289. 
 
120 Vallois 1929, 279. 
 
121 Vallois 1929, 288. A newly-built threshold in the south wall B” of Room Y provides a clue to the date, 
as the technique and material indicate that the doorway was rebuilt in the 2nd half of the 3rd century BC. In 
addition, grey granite blocks, utilized in new southern and western expansion walls constructed in this 
period, were a commonly-used material during the Hellenistic period, utilized in several structures dating to 
the 3rd century BC. 
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Around 200 BC, the marble parastades, or interior supports, were added.122 In the 
building’s fourth phase, minor alterations were undertaken in the court immediately to 
the south of the main hall. The east wall of Room Y was expanded to the south, 
extending all the way to the Artemision, forming a peribolos wall; the newly-formed 
courtyard could be accessed through a doorway in the eastern peribolos wall.123 Vallois 
attributes the renovations of the fourth phase to the years between 190 and 156 BC; this 
date is based on the assumption that the elongation of the east peribolos wall must 
predate the construction of the back wall of the portico of the Artemision (which dates to 
the late 2nd century BC) since a poros slab belonging to the eastern wall is incorporated 
into the superstructure of the Artemision.124 Since this is the only evidence for the date of 
this phase, however, interpretation of the peribolos wall during this period must be done 
with caution. In the fifth phase, which he dates to the 1st century BC, Vallois argues that a 
wall (labeled F) was built separating rooms X and Y. This date is assigned solely on the 
basis of the construction of the wall separating rooms X and Y, which stylistically seems 
                                                 
122 The unusual mode of attachment of the parastades to the wall is paralleled in the Stoa of the Delian 
Agora and the Temple of Artemis, both built between 190 and 170 BC; this date seems to accord well with 
the date of the inscription. (Vallois 1929, 296). Vallois also found a capital and a part of a parastas in the 
form of a parallelogram in section, rather than rectangular like the other parastades; he assigns it to a 
slightly later period, perhaps to the construction of a semicircular apse in the south wall of Room X. The 
date of the apse is rather controversial; originally believed to have been a Byzantine construction, Vallois 
ascertains a date between 192 and 167 BC, after the parastades had been installed. Vallois argues that the 
technology to build a curved exedra would have been available at this time, evidenced by the freestanding 
exedrae in the sanctuary dating to the period of independence. Although arches were indeed more 
numerous in the second period of Athenian domination, these usually included poros keystones; the granite 
voussoirs of the exedra can be more closely compared to granite arches of the theater cistern, built in the 
third century BC. These architectural elements may well have been ordered by the Hieropes, along with the 
other marble parastades mentioned in the inscriptions. McDonald, however, disagrees with Vallois’ 
attribution of the exedra to the 3rd period, noting that the 5th period of the building’s construction makes 
more sense in terms of the building’s use (McDonald 1943, 95). 
 
123 Vallois 1929, 289-290. A small wall, labeled E, was attached to the newly-constructed eastern peribolos 
wall; this wall turned at a right angle at its northwest end, and would originally have surrounded a room 
paved with mosaic made of marble chips and sherds. 
 
124 Vallois 1929, 289. 
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to date to a later period, although he does not elaborate on the specific stylistic elements 
that point to a later date for the wall.125 Vallois argues that the naiskos was constructed 
along the northern wall around the end of the 1st century, tentatively dated by the remains 
of the columns; however this identification is mainly made on the basis of the style and 
technique of the columns, as well as the construction of Wall F during this period (which 
would have meant that the naiskos stood at the central axis of the north wall), both of 
which are questionable (fig. 26). He suggests that a bronze statue, perhaps of an emperor, 
may have stood in the middle of the naiskos.  
Vallois’ reconstruction, dates and interpretation must be viewed critically; 
additionally, various repairs undertaken and mentioned by inscriptions cannot necessarily 
be identified in the remains, with the exception of the parastades.126 GD 47, if it 
functioned as an assembly-hall, may not have retained this function throughout all its 
phases or even throughout its use during the Hellenistic period. McDonald notes that the 
modifications of the structure over time are difficult to explain if the structure functioned 
as an auditorium throughout its entire existence.127 However, changes in the size and 
layout of the structure, as well as its association with nearby spaces, may perhaps indicate 
changes in the size, nature and makeup of the assembly that may have gathered in GD 47, 
and perhaps even fundamental changes in the function of the space. These changes do not 
necessarily correlate with the phases given by Vallois, nor with the historical evidence, as 
                                                 
125 Vallois 1929, 291. 
 
126 Even in this case, 51 parastades are mentioned in inscriptions, although only three full parastades and 
several fragments have been found. However, McDonald notes that the inscription does not necessarily 
refer to 51 separate parastades, but may have been sections belonging to far fewer parastades that 
functioned as interior supports (McDonald 1943, 93). 
 
127 McDonald 1943, 95. 
 57
it does not seem that the amount of interior space – unlike the exterior space – of the 
building changed much from the 2nd phase onward, while some amount of expansion 
would be expected for an assembly building accommodating all citizens, the number of 
which would have changed over time.128  
Vallois asserts that the 1st phase seems to date to the period of Athenian 
dominance, one of the arguments for the building’s classification as an ekklesiasterion, a 
characteristically Athenian institution. However, the 1st phase cannot be dated with 
certainly; in fact, the only evidence for the dating of the structure is a terminus ante quem 
of 300 BC, when the 2nd phase of the building seems to have been constructed. In 
addition, the earliest phase of the ekklesiasterion, if identified as GD 47, would have been 
significantly smaller in area (13.7 x 6 m) than the first bouleuterion (21.9 x 6.9 m), if 
identified as GD 21. This does not seem very likely, since the ekklesia must have been 
considerably larger than the boule. No evidence exists at this early period to identify the 
building as an ekklesiasterion in Vallois’ first phase; with a capacity of around 160 
spectators seated along the walls it seems small, although the size of the ekklesia and 
male population is unknown for this period. It is more likely that it served a smaller 
political body than the entire citizen assembly. 
Only between 500 and 600 standing individuals and 250 and 300129 seated 
individuals could comfortably fit in the interior of GD 47 during the 2nd and 3rd phases, 
again a number too small for an ekklesia accommodating 1200 male citizens but large 
                                                 
128 For instance, the Athenian ekklesiasterion, the Pnyx, increased in size over the course of three phases, 
likely to accommodate increases in population. 
 
129 If three tiers of benches were placed around three of the walls, Room X could have held approximately 
250-300 people (if the space is calculated at 50 cm per person). 
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enough for a boule.130 It is possible that, by 300 BC, a larger audience would have had 
access to political rights during the period of independence, requiring a larger boule 
(which may also have incorporated the functions previously set aside for the Athenian 
amphictyons and other sacred magistrates). Perhaps a corresponding increase in the size 
of the council by the 2nd phase, at the start of the period of Delian independence, 
necessitated an expansion of the interior space. McDonald notes that the extant remains 
of the second construction may well indicate the use of room X/Y as an auditorium, with 
attendees oriented towards the west or east, although a row of supports would have likely 
been needed; perhaps pillars were first added in this period to support a roof, even though 
no evidence yet exists for the installation of stone parastades or pillars, either for 
clerestory pillars or parastades supporting a roof.131  
There are various problems with Vallois’ interpretation of the 3rd phase. Why is 
Wall Cp2 arranged along a strange, slightly diagonal orientation – would this have served 
any useful purpose? The wall does not seem to have defined an enclosed space, since no 
wall connected Cp2 with Wall B’ in this period, but Cp2 encloses both GD 47 and its 
neighbor to the South, suggesting that both buildings belonged together. Perhaps then it 
would have been a temenos wall, but why would it have been necessary? To separate or 
differentiate the structure and the graphe from the sacred space of the hieron? There is 
also the issue of the wall F of the 5th phase, which seems necessary by the 3rd phase, after 
                                                 
130 As noted above, the only secure population estimate for the male citizenry of the island is a total of 
around 1200 by the end of the period of Delian independence. (Vial 2007, 263) It is unlikely that the citizen 
population would have been much less in the preceding period, although it may have greatly increased in 
the following period. A similar ratio, however, of building area to population is seen in the ekklesiasteria of 
Akragas and Paestum  Based on calculations, the auditorium of the ekklesiasterion Akragas could seat 
approximately 2000-3000 members, a very low number given the large population of the city. The 
ekklesiasterion of Paestum could accommodate around 1000-1700 individuals, again rather low 
considering the extent of the city. (Hansen 1994, 55, 71). 
 
131 McDonald 1943, 95. 
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the expansion the building southward. The centrally-placed apse would have required 
Wall F or some type of subdivision of the large room into two separate rooms to explain 
its presence. There is also the problem of roofing a vast expanse of space in this period 
without any dividing wall, as well as the question of interior viewpoint; if the building 
was not subdivided in the interior, what would have been the view axis? It should be 
reexamined whether wall F was really introduced only in the 1st century BC, or if it was 
built over an earlier wall that subdivided the rooms already in the 3rd phase. Finally, there 
is the matter of the extension of the peribolos wall during the 4th phase. Why did the 
patrons feel the need to create a larger enclosure to the south of GD 47, which also 
clearly separated GD 47 from the Graphe? Did it denote a change in the function of the 
space, or was it necessary to increase the area of the surrounding space to accommodate 
changes in the size of the population or assembly? The latter suggestion cannot 
adequately be supported by the archaeological evidence, since the exterior space, rather 
than the interior space, was increased during this phase, and it cannot reasonably be 
assumed that assemblies would have utilized the outdoor space. 
It is likely that in the 3rd phase, the orientation of the building changed (the 
structure receiving a clearer axis and separate bema/apse), but not necessarily the amount 
of interior space. The awkward shape of the building during this period is difficult to 
associate with an assembly-place, unless Room Y was somehow separated; it is thus 
likely that, contrary to Vallois’ interpretation, Rooms X and Y were separated from the 
3rd phase onward. If the wall dividing rooms X and Y had already been constructed by 
this period, then compared to the second phase building, there would have been no 
significant increase in space in Room X, likely the main assembly room (if the structure 
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did function in this capacity).132 The construction of the apse, which may be attributed to 
this period, may have further served to define the axis of the assembly-hall, as a podium 
may originally have been placed in the exedra which would have directed the field of 
vision; McDonald mentions that the large Room X would be the most appropriate for an 
auditorium, with the apse in the south wall and benches facing the apse.133 The entire 
interior space of GD 47 may not necessarily have been used as an assembly-space, but 
Room Y was most likely used separately, as a vestibule, porch or anteroom.   
The fact that the structure was likely already roofed by the early 2nd century BC 
may have posed a problem to the renovation of Room X with clerestory openings, and the 
building thus obviously underwent significant remodeling. Since the building was 
embellished and expanded in the late-3rd century BC with the addition of the exedra and 
extended wall to the south, this suggests that remodeling was done at one specific time 
rather than in successive stages (as suggested by Vallois, who concludes that the 
parastades were added after the building had been expanded in the 3rd phase). This 
suggestion is corroborated by the inscriptional evidence, which includes several repairs 
decrees mentioning the embellishment of the building at public expense; these mainly 
date to the late-3rd century BC, dropping off by c.170 BC. This was a period of Delian 
prosperity, and so it is unsurprising to find a general renovation project being undertaken 
at this time. Following to the 3rd phase, which thus would have occurred around 200 BC 
(when the parastades are mentioned in the inscriptions),134 there would have been no 
                                                 
132 Hellmann 1992, 123. 
 
133 McDonald 1943, 95-96. 
 
134 As mentioned before, Vallois’ foundation for dating the 3rd phase is very tenuous; he dates this phase 
based only on the technique and material of a threshold block in south wall B” of Room Y and the use of 
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significant change of style or size of the structure, just various improvements added and 
extension of the peribolos wall.  
Vallois asserts that the Athenian assembly and an assembly comprised of Delos’ 
non-Athenian inhabitants would have met in the two separate rooms; each would have 
had their own statue of a patron, one placed on the statue base found in Room Y, the 
other placed in the naiskos in Room X.135 However, this does not explain the existence of 
the dividing wall between Room X and Room Y if it did in fact exist at an earlier time 
(which seems likely). The male citizen population would have been much too large to be 
accommodated in the building, and undoubtedly this number would have increased in the 
subsequent period of Athenian domination.136 In addition, no evidence corroborates 
Vallois’ claim for two separate assemblies; as mentioned above, the political structure of 
the island during the second Athenian domination is very unclear.   
Moreover, there is the problem of the stone seating. Moretti argues that a 
similarity in style between the seats of GD 47 and those of the theater does not 
necessarily indicate that the former were taken from the theater at a later period (as 
Vallois suggests), but rather that they were both constructed at the same time; thus, they 
would have belonged to GD 47 in the 3rd century BC, marking this building as an 
assembly-place by this time.137 This suggestion is substantiated if one looks at the layout 
                                                                                                                                                 
grey granite as a building material. Both of these provide very shaky foundations for dating, and so it is 
entirely possible that the walls could have been expanded at a slightly later date. 
 
135 Vallois 1929, 292. 
 
136 Vial 2007, 263-264. 
 
137 Vallois 1929, 282; Moretti 2000, 522-524; In the Byzantine period, Room X seems to have been used as 
a church or baptistery; Vallois argues that this may be the era when the stone theater benches were placed 
in Room X, and were subsequently used as pews; the rushed nature of their construction and placement 
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of the structure; since GD 47 was likely roofed by the 3rd phase and certainly was roofed 
by 200 BC with the installation of the parastades,138 it is more likely that it served as a 
political building than as a sacred structure, which usually would incorporate steps in an 
outdoor setting.139 The structure was probably some sort of important assembly building 
– perhaps a bouleuterion – by the third phase if marble steps were found in the interior 
that could have accommodated seating, since this would have been a very significant 
feature.  
The layout and structure of the building is difficult to compare to other structures 
within the Greek world. Few examples of securely identified ekklesiasteria exist; in fact, 
most evidence comes from literary or epigraphic sources, with the exception of a few 
safely identified ekklesiasteria.140 Only five ekklesiasteria have been identified securely, 
none of which exhibit the same architectural type as GD 47.141 It is rather difficult to 
confirm the identity of excavated ekklesiasteria since, as with prytaneia, a safely-
established typology is missing, and most buildings do not include significant diagnostic 
finds or inscriptions. As Hellmann notes, there is no special architecture for this type of 
meeting place, although in a few cases the identity is more apparent, especially for those 
ekklesiasteria that are comprised of an unroofed, circular or semicircular structure 
                                                                                                                                                 
could then be taken as evidence of the island’s decline, and their placement could be as late as the 4th cent. 
AD. 
 
138 GD 47 was most likely always roofed from its earliest phase, since an open building would have 
required pavement and drainage, evidence for which does not exist. 
 
139 An extensive discussion of outdoor sacred meeting places can be found in Becker 2004.  
 
140 McDonald 1943, 63. 
 
141 These include the ekklesiasteria of Akragas, Argos, Athens (the Pnyx), Metapontum, and Poseidonia 
(Hansen 1994, 55-75). 
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resembling a theater.142 In fact, it has been argued that, with the exception of the Delian 
ekklesiasterion, assemblies met in open-air spaces.143 This should not, however, exclude 
GD 47 from being a possible ekklesiasterion or other civic building; in no way do all, or 
even most, identified ekklesiasteria follow a single form, including the Delian building. 
In plan, the building seems to display more similarities with earlier bouleuteria (such as 
those of Delphi, Mantinea, and Orchomenos) than other ekklesiasteria, such as the Pnyx 
and the ekklesiasteria of South Italy and Sicily, since these tend to be open-air buildings 
with seats. The rectangular structure, with seating in tiers along the walls, certainly 
recalls the form of many Greek bouleuteria. There are several examples of assembly 
buildings throughout the Greek world with rectangular ground plan and tiers of stairs 
arranged along the walls or in the interior; these rectangular/broad-type bouleuteria 
mainly date to the 3rd and 2nd centuries BC.144 Such buildings include the bouleuterion (or 
ekklesiasterion) of Priene, 145 as well as the bouleuteria of Notium, Epidaurus, Herakleia 
am Latmos, and Thermon. (figs. 27a, b, c, d, e) The 2nd phase of GD 47 roughly 
corresponds to the date of many of these rectangular bouleuteria with tiers of stairs on the 
interior. Indeed, if the stairs were installed during the 2nd phase of the building, around 
300 BC, this would correlate with the epigraphic record, which attests to a bouleuterion 
from the late 4th century BC onwards. 
 
                                                 
142 Hellmann 1992, 122. 
 
143 Hansen 1994, 75. 
 
144 Gneisz 1990, 106-111. 
 
145 Rumscheid 1998, 56-57. The so-called bouleuterion at Priene has also been identified as an 
ekklesiasterion; no evidence really exists that favors identification as either bouleuterion or ekklesiasterion, 
since the capacity of this building is possibly too low for an ekklesiasterion and too high for a bouleuterion. 
 64
Spatial Considerations 
In order to ascertain a possible function for the building, it is helpful to 
understand the spatial situation for GD 47 throughout its history. It is unknown how 
spatially linked the structure was to the sanctuary in its earliest phase; it is close to the 
temenos of Artemis (first constructed in the Archaic period), and so may have been 
situated within the temenos of the sacred precinct, spatially separated from the other 
buildings only later. However, according to Vallois’ plan, by the 4th phase, and perhaps 
even already by the 3rd phase, GD 47 seems to have been excluded from the Hieron of 
Apollo, In the 3rd phase, the wall Cp2, extending eastward towards the Portico of 
Antigone, seems to have blocked off the back wall of Room Y of GD 47 and the Graphe 
from the sanctuary. However, access seems to have been provided from GD 47 to the 
sanctuary complex via a door in the south wall, while no door provided access from the 
north, although an alleyway between GD 47 and GD 48 led to the open space to the south 
of the structure. Perhaps the entrance in this phase was, in fact, from the south side, 
despite the construction of wall Cp2; it is entirely possible that the wall was intended to 
separate Room Y and the Graphe from the sanctuary complex, while Room X remained 
connected to the sanctuary (it is also possible that a wall was already constructed by this 
phase that separated Room X from Room Y). Certainly by the 4th phase, the peribolos 
wall extended to the stoa lining the space to the north and east of the Artemision, 
constructed in the 3rd century BC (although this building may have had an earlier 
predecessor). Although the structure was, by this time, cut off from the sanctuary of 
Apollo to the east by Wall D and from the sanctuary of Artemis by the back wall of the 
stoa of the Artemision, access was nevertheless granted to the sanctuary complex via a 
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door in wall D, perhaps suggesting that the structure was somewhat linked spatially with 
the sacred area. Evidence thus suggests that the temenos was altered throughout the 
various phases of the structure, changing significantly between the 3rd and 4th phases. 
This may be important, denoting a change in the spatial arrangement of the area and a 
corresponding transformation in the relation of religious to civic/public space. Perhaps in 
this period a conscious decision was made to separate GD 47 from the sacred enclosure, 
possibly indicating somewhat severed relations between the building and the sanctuary. 
Nevertheless, such spatial proximity indicates the importance of GD 47 and the clear 
sacred associations of the building. 
   
Inscriptional Evidence 
While the ekklesiasterion is mentioned in several inscriptions, its location cannot 
be securely deduced from the epigraphic evidence.146 All inscriptions date from c.220-
143 BC, and none of these inscriptions have been found within GD 47. Mention of an 
ekklesiasterion in the inscriptions suggests the existence of an ekklesiasterion building 
separate from the theater, since the theater is frequently mentioned in inscriptions as well, 
with mentions of construction and repairs.   
The presence of an ekklesiasterion on Delos is known from decrees passed by the 
Delian assembly first in connection with repairs in 231 BC.147 An inscription dating to 
around 146 BC (I.D. 1506) preserves the formula “βουλὴ ἐν τῶι ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι,” thus, 
some meetings of the boule obviously occurred in the ekklesiasterion, even though a 
                                                 
146 See table 4 for the texts and discussions of Delian inscriptions mentioning the Ekklesiasterion. 
 
147 McDonald 1943, 91; Hellmann 1992, 122-123. 
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separate bouleuterion is also mentioned in the inscriptions, as discussed above.148 Other 
decrees refer to certain hearings before the council or assembly, either in the 
ekklesiasterion or the theater.  
Another decree (ID 372) issued around 200 BC mentions the order and placement 
of 51 sections of white marble parastades and a stylobate in the ekklesiasterion, as well as 
some sort of covering (a roof?); another decree (ID 373) mentions roof tiles (likely 
replacements) placed on the ekklesiasterion. Vallois argues that the epigraphic evidence 
correlates with the archaeological evidence of fragments of parastades found in and 
around GD 47,149  although this is far from definitive proof that GD 47 served as the 
ekklesiasterion, since the parastades cannot be externally dated, and several other 
buildings on the island may have had similar pilasters. 
Other repair inscriptions are attested in the literature up until c. 170 BC (the last 
one being ID 459). These largely seem to outline the contributions of private individuals 
to the embellishment scheme of the ekklesiasterion. One mentions “τὰς Γ̣ραφὰς τὰς ἐν 
τῶι ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι” (ID 400), dating to 192 BC, another “τῶι οἴκωι τῶι πρὸς τῶι 
ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι” (ID 439), dating to 181 BC. According to Vallois, the oikos building 
mentioned in inscriptions would have been the graphe, a structure that housed art 
belonging to the sacred precinct; this would have been considered part of the temenos of 
the ekklesiasterion after its incorporation into the east wing in the 2nd or 3rd phase (thus 
inscriptions refer to the “Graphe in the Ekklesiasterion”) and outside the temenos (“the 
Oikos near the Ekklesiasterion”) when the southern extension of the eastern wall was 
                                                 
148 Hansen 1994, 61. 
 
149 Vallois 1929, 294. 
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constructed, completely separating the two structures and redefining the temenos of the 
ekklesiasterion.150 However, there is only an 11-year gap between the mention of the 
graphe in the Ekklesiasterion and mention of the oikos near the Ekklesiasterion. Although 
this, as Vallois proposes, may suggest that the wall D was added in the intervening 
period, it is more likely that the oikos refers to a different building. Thus, Vallois’ stages 
have less bearing on the inscriptional evidence than it would first seem.  
Starting in 165 (ID 1497), inscriptions mentioning the ekklesiasterion are 
overwhelmingly composed of decrees of the ekklesia; only one inventory inscription (ID 
1426), dated to 156/5-145/4, which mentions various dedications made by Hellenistic 
kings, the oikos near the ekklesiasterion, and the graphe (which may have housed 
dedications).151 No more repairs inscriptions are mentioned, and so it is likely that the 
building would have maintained its final form from the mid-2nd century BC onward. It is 
interesting that decrees predominate during this period, which falls under the second 
period of Athenian domination. Why this is so is uncertain – perhaps more work needs to 
be done to ascertain what types of decrees were being issued by the ekklesia and to 
determine who made up the citizen assembly at this time. 
Since there is no mention of the ekklesiasterion prior to the late-3rd century BC, 
Hellmann assumes that no ekklesia or ekklesiasterion existed at all prior to 314 BC, after 
which the Delians would have established their own civic institutions with corresponding 
structures.152 However, this does not explain why there is a 100-year gap between the 
                                                 
150 Vallois 1929, 304-305. 
 
151 These decrees are made by the ekklesia kyria in the Ekklesiasterion (ID 1497, ID 1498, ID 1503) and 
the boule in the Ekklesiasterion (ID 1506). 
 
152 Hellmann 1992, 122-123. 
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beginning of the period of Delian independence and the first mention of an 
ekklesiasterion on the island nor does it explain why an ekklesia and ekklesiasterion are 
still attested in the beginning years of the following period of the Athenian cleruchy. 
Since the first inscription mentions repairs (thus insinuating that the building had been in 
existence a considerable amount of time prior to the inscription), earlier inscriptions may 
simply have not been preserved. Or perhaps the Delians were not able to finance a 
purpose-built structure for the ekklesia soon after 314, and it required a significant 
amount of time for a stone ekklesiasterion to be built or for an existing building to be 
modified. The drop-off could perhaps be correlated with the history of the island; the 
ekklesia was conceivably substituted by an assembly of Athenians, Romans, and other 
ethnic groups living on the island,153 or, conversely, the ekklesia still functioned, but 
could no longer be accommodated in the ekklesiasterion; it had expanded to its limit, and 
so measures may have been necessary to move the council to a larger space, such as the 
theater.154  
The ekklesiasterion as a separate building (as opposed to the theater) must have 
existed at some point, but its existence is not substantiated prior to the Hellenistic period. 
Nothing points to the conclusion that GD 47 was ever used as an ekklesiasterion, and 
indeed the chronology of GD 47 may not be so clear-cut as Vallois ascertains. All 
inscriptional evidence dates to a later period, as does the architectural evidence: the 
installation of an apse and the monumentalization of the building through the introduction 
                                                 
153 As mentioned above, after 167 BC, Delos would have functioned as an Athenian colony, populated not 
only by Athenians but also by various Greeks and other Mediterranean powers; the island likely would still 
have had Athenian institutions, although Rome now influenced a greater degree of power, and foreigners 
would have likely made up part of the assembly. 
 
154 By the Hellenistic period, the theater accommodated around 6500 spectators, and thus would have been 
large enough to hold a citizen assembly. 
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of marble parastades. Increases in the size of the building over time may correspond to 
increases in the size of the population (and thus of the civic bodies) although the evidence 
for population changes over time is too scanty to draw any conclusions. The building 
may have been large enough by the late 3rd century or early 2nd century BC to 
accommodate a standing citizen-assembly, although if benches were installed along the 
walls, this would have limited the seating area to around 250 individuals, much too small 
for an ekklesia, since the assembly was drawn from all male citizens residing on the 
island. The ekklesia may have mainly met in the theater, since this is attested elsewhere 
in the Greek world and the theater is mentioned in Delian inscriptions as a meeting place. 
GD 47, at least in its earliest phases, may instead have been used as a bouleuterion, 
serving the needs of the civilian population on Delos. Nothing definitive can be said 
about the building’s function or identification, although its relative simplicity compared 
with sacred structures in the temenos and its expansive interior seem to favor a mainly 
non-religious, public or civic use of the building.
  
6.  CONCLUSIONS 
 
GD 22 can be identified without doubt as the Prytaneion, but the identities of GD 
21 and GD 47 (initially identified as the Bouleuterion and Ekklesiasterion), are still open 
to debate. The location of the GD 22, ample evidence concerning the function of its 
various rooms, and the presence inscribed decrees placed within the structure and 
mentioning the Prytaneion, all allow a secure identification of the structure as a 
Prytaneion. Inscriptional and spatial evidence corroborates Vallois’ identification of the 
building, and sondages conducted by Étienne serve to elucidate the date of the building’s 
construction. The building would have been constructed in the late-5th century BC, during 
the period of Athenian dominance, and it may well have been influenced by Athenian 
institutions, but would not necessarily have served the Athenian sacred bodies, as 
evidenced by the structure’s placement outside the temenos (although the date of the 
temenos is subject to debate, and the temenos may not have been present throughout the 
history of the structure). The Prytaneion would have had a mainly civic function, largely 
serving local Delian magistrates (although it may have occasion served important foreign 
officials and Athenian magistrates in charge of sacred and league matters). It would have 
maintained this function in the period of Delian independence, to which most inscriptions 
mentioning the Prytaneion belong. The structure was subsequently monumentalized 
during the period of Delian independence, when many other costly and monumental 
buildings were being constructed. The building certainly would have served an important 
purpose, as the seat of the prytanie, as well as a sacred area and site of the sacred fire of 
the city. Thus, costly features would not have been out-of-place, especially for the newly-
designated seat of the prytanie of independent Delos. Since the Delian Prytaneion has 
been identified with a high degree of certainty (and indeed it is the only civic building on 
the island which can be attributed with assurance), it may well serve as a useful reference 
point to aid in the identification of other possible prytaneia elsewhere in the Greek world. 
GD 21 has proven notoriously difficult to date and identify, because of the 
combination of a nondescript layout with more costly and monumental materials. 
Epigraphic evidence cannot be relied upon to provide a reliable indication of date, which 
should be sought from more sound archaeological evidence. The building dates to the 
late-6th century, not merely based on the dating of the Archaic column, but also (and 
much more importantly) on the sondages undertaken by Étienne. Although scholars have 
often compared the structure with tentatively-identified early bouleuteria elsewhere in the 
Greek world, this is far from conclusive evidence that the building functioned as such; 
the layout of interior columns dividing a long, central hall is common for a building of its 
size and dating to the Archaic period (when the technology had not yet been developed to 
support large internal spans), and it may well have been used in a different, non-political 
capacity. The only evidence that points to its use as a civic building is the column to 
Athena Polias, and perhaps also altars dedicated nearby; although inscribed decrees 
mention a Delian boule and bouleuterion, these only date to the period of Delian 
independence, and there is no conclusive evidence that the council necessarily met in GD 
21, because no inscribed decrees mentioning the boule or bouleuterion were found in the 
building proper. I have suggested an alternative to this identification, based on the urban 
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and historical context of the building and comparisons with other structures located both 
within Delos and elsewhere in the Greek world. Perhaps the building would not, in fact, 
have functioned as a bouleuterion in its earliest period, but rather as a separate 
multifunctional hall that served several capacities. Although GD 21 may well have served 
in some capacity as an Athenian building during the Archaic and Classical periods, it 
may then not have served as a bouleuterion, but rather as a meeting hall for sacred 
officials in charge of overseeing the sanctuary. In this capacity, it would have served the 
Athenians living on the island and controlling the sanctuary during the 5th century BC. A 
separate civic bouleuterion, or at least a multifunctional meeting building, may have been 
constructed elsewhere on the island during the period of Athenian dominance, perhaps in 
the Delian Agora or near another public space; it is even possible that no purpose-built 
bouleuterion existed on the island prior to the period of Delian independence, and the 
boule may have simply met in an open space or in a hall that served for general meetings 
of political bodies.155 This explains why GD 22 was spatially separated from GD 22 by 
the temenos wall; it was likely constructed to separate GD 21 and various altars, 
considered part of the hieron of Apollo, from GD 21, considered part of the civic space. 
Over time, GD 21 would have largely maintained its function despite changes in the 
political structure of the island and in the temenos of the sanctuary, since there is no 
evidence for wide-scale alteration of the building’s appearance. Thus, it may well have 
served as a multifunctional sacred and/or civic building in the successive period of Delian 
                                                 
155 If there was a bouleuterion earlier, it is strange that there are no earlier references to the building in 
inscriptions. Perhaps no inscriptions mentioning a bouleuterion survive from this period, or civic decrees 
were not deemed important enough to inscribe on stone, but were only written on papyrus and stored in the 
bouleuterion. 
 73
independence as well, but now serving the needs of Delian hieropes or other sacred 
officials. 
This leaves the problem of where the boule would have met. I propose that GD 47 
may have fulfilled this function rather than that of ekklesiasterion. As noted above, the 
civic assembly of Delos would have numbered around 1200 by the period of Delian 
independence, so GD 47 was too small to accommodate the entire assembly.  Perhaps 
instead it served as a different civic building, namely the bouleuterion; the structure 
would certainly have been large enough to accommodate a boule, especially if the 
installation of benches limited the number of spectators. It would have functioned in this 
capacity by the time the marble stairs were added in the 2nd or 3rd phase, and certainly by 
the time the term bouleuterion is attested in the inscriptional record. It may have even 
functioned as a bouleuterion in the 1st phase as well, utilized by the Delian civic council 
in a separate capacity from the Athenian sacred council; however, there is less evidence 
for this function, and the building may just have been a multifunctional assembly or 
meeting hall in this phase. The layout of the structure (or at least of the main room) 
resembles rectangular/broad-type bouleuteria with seats arranged around three sides of 
the building. In the late-3rd and 2nd centuries BC the building was embellished with 
parastades and an exedra. Instead of denoting a change in function (as the interior space 
of the main room of the building – which likely served as the main assembly room – did 
not increase), these embellishments may instead be a product of the times – a general 
elaboration of civic buildings on Delos and in the Greek world that was occurring during 
the Hellenistic period. Inscriptional evidence for a separate ekklesiasterion does not exist 
until the late-3rd century BC, and so it is entirely possible that the ekklesia would have 
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met at a convenient outdoor location, such as the theater or the agora, which would have 
been large enough to suit an entire assembly, and which indeed are locations for the 
ekklesia attested in the literature. The structure that served as the ekklesiasterion between 
the late-3rd century BC and 1st century BC remains to be identified; perhaps a different 
building was modified to accommodate the citizen assembly. Finally, one notion to keep 
in mind is that the Delians may not necessarily have utilized separately-defined civic 
buildings throughout the history of the island, and the requirement to identify separate 
bouleuteria, prytaneia, and ekklesiasteria may simply be a product of fixed ideas about 
Greek political institutions regardless of the city-state, without any bearing on the 
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362 
θεοί. Πυθοδώρωι Ἡραίππο προξενία 
Δηλίωι. 
ἐπὶ Λυσιστράτο ἄρχοντος {²⁸369/8 
bc}²⁸, ἐπὶ τῆς Λεωντίδος 
ἐνάτης πρυτανείας, Ἀριστείδης 
Στρεφένεω Κυδα- 
θηναιεὺς ἐγραμμάτευε, Σμικρίας 
Ἀθμονεὺς ἐπεστά- 
τει· Φοξίας εἶπεν· ἐψηφίσθαι τῆι βουλῆι, 
τὸς προέδρο- 
ς οἳ ἂν λάχωσι προεδρεύειν εἰς τὴν 
πρώτην ἐκκλησί- 
αν προσαγαγεῖν Πυθόδωρον τὸν Δήλιον, 
γνώ- 
μην δὲ ξυμβάλλεσθαι τῆς βουλῆς εἰς τὸν 
δῆμον 
ὅτι δοκεῖ τῆι βουλῆι, ἐπειδὴ ἀνὴρ 
ἀγαθός ἐστι 
Πυθόδωρος ὁ Δήλιος περὶ τὰ [χ]ρήματα 
τὰ το̑ θεο̑ 
καὶ τὸν δῆμον τὸν Ἀθηναίων, εἶναι 
αὐτὸν πρόξε- 
νον καὶ εὐεργέτην τοῦ δήμου τοῦ 
Ἀθηναίων καὶ 
αὐτὸν καὶ ἐκγόνος αὐτο̑· ἐ[π]αινέσαι δὲ 
Πυθόδω- 
ρον τὸν Δήλιον καὶ κ[α]λέσ[α]ι ἐ[πὶ] 
ξένια εἰς τὸ πρυτα- 
νεῖον εἰς τρίτην ἡμέραν. Ἐπικράτης 
εἶπεν· … 
 
Xenia decree – honoring 
Delian for good deeds 







… τὸν διάτοιχον ἀνοικοδομήσαντι 
Ὀλύμ- 
[πωι] μισθὸς ̣ ․․․․λοντος [τὸν 
τοῖχον] τ[ὸ]μ πρὸς τῶι πρυτανείωι καὶ τὰ 
ἄλλα τειχία δι[α]- 
[․․․․ ἐπ]ιρ̣ρ̣ώ̣σ̣α̣ν̣τ̣ι? [— — — — — —
]αντι τὸν ἐσχαρῶνα καὶ τὸ ταμιεῖον 
Ὀλύμ- 
[πωι μι]σθὸς Δ̣̣ ̣̣· κέραμος [π]αρ’ 
[Ἀρ]ιστ[οκρ]άτ[ους, ζ]εύ[γ]η   Ι, 
 
Repairs inscription – 
wall of prytaneion 
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τιμὴ τοῦ ζεύγους  ΙΙ· [κομί]- 
[σα]σι[ν]    · ἑστιατορίου καὶ 
πρυταν[εί]ου τὰ κ[ατὰ] νότον 
ἐπισκευάσαντι Ὀλύμπωι… 
 
ID 502 297 [ἀρ]χιτέκτονι· ἀφ’ ἧς δ’ ἂν ἡμέρας 
ἐπανγείλει, ἀποφαινέσθωσαν ἐπίσταται 
καὶ ἀρχιτέκτων τὴν δοκιμασίαν ἐν δέκα 
ἡμέραις· ἐὰν δὲ μὴ δέ[κα ἡμερῶν 
δοκιμάσωσι, δόκι]- 
[μ]α ἔστω τὰ ἔργα, καὶ τὸ ἐπιδέκατον 
ἀποδότωσαν τῶι ἐργώνηι. δοκιμάσουσι 
δὲ αὐτοὶ καὶ κατὰ μέρος ἕκαστον τῶν 
ἔργων καὶ συμπάντων τῶν ἔ[ργων συμ]- 
[π]ᾶσαν τὴν ἐργασίαν. ἐὰν δὲ πλέονες 
ἐργῶναι ὦσι καὶ κατὰ μέρη διέλωνται τὰ 
ἔργα, ἐάν τι ἀνφισβητῶσιν πρὸς 
ἀλλήλους, διακρινέτωσαν οἱ ἐπιστάτ[α]ι 
ἐν τῶι ἱερῶι καθίσαντες· ὅ τι δ’ ἂν οὗτοι 
διακρίνωσι, κύριον ἔστω. χαλκὸν δὲ τῶι 
ἐργώνηι ἡ πόλις παρέξει εἰργασμένον 
πρίονι ὕψος τ[ρ]ι[ημι]πο[δίου? ἀπὸ] 
τῆς ὀργυᾶς τῆς ἐν τῶι πρυτανείωι. vac. 
τὸ στρῶμα τοῦ νεὼ τοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος 
ἠργολάβησε Δαμασ[ίας Κ]υπραγόρου 
[Πάρ]ιος δραχμῶν ἀ[ργυρίου — — — 
χι]- 
λίων ἐνακοσίων ἐνενήκοντα. ἔγγυοι· 
Ἀνδρο[μ]ένης Δημόνου, Νίκων 
Δημόνου. μάρτυρες οἵδε· ἀπὸ τῆς 






of bronze and 
measurements for the 




Mid 3d  [ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι] καὶ τῶι δήμωι· 
Αὐτοκλῆς Τελέσωνο[ς] 
[εἶπεν· ἐπειδὴ οἱ Χῖοι] ἀποστείλαντες 
πρεσβευτὴν 
[πρὸς ἡμᾶς αἰτοῦνται τ]όπον ἐν τῶι 
ἱερῶι ὅπου σταθήσετα[ι] 
[ἡ στήλη ἐν ἧι εἰσιν ἀν]αγεγραμμέναι αἱ 
τιμαὶ αἱ δεδο- 
 [μέναι ὑπ’ αὐτῶν Τελέ]σωνι τῶι 
Αὐ[το]κλέους καὶ ὅπως 
[ἐν τῶι θεάτρωι τοῖς Ἀ]πολλωνίοις αἱ 
τι[μ]αὶ ἀναγορευθῶ- 
[σιν· δεδόχθαι τῶι δήμ]ωι· τόν τε τόπον 
 
Decree mentioning 
bestowal of crowns, 
mentions priest of 
prytaneion 
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δοῦναι ὃν αἰτοῦν̣- 
[ται ἐν τῶι ἱερῶι ἔμπροσ]θε̣ τοῦ νεὼ τοῦ 
Ἀπόλλωνος καὶ 
[— — — — —· καὶ ἀναγορ]εῦσαι τὸν 
ἱεροκήρυκα τοῖς Ἀπ[ολ]- 
[λωνίοις ἐν τοῖς χοροῖς τ]ῶν παί[δω]ν, 
διότι στεφαν[οῖ ὁ] 
[δῆμος ὁ Χίων Τελέσω]να Αὐτοκλέους 
Δήλιον χρ[υσῶι] 
[στεφάνωι καὶ εἰκόνι χα]λκῆι ἀρετῆς 
ἕνεκεν καὶ εὐ[ερ]- 
[γεσίας ἣν ἔχει πρὸς τ]ὸν δῆμον τὸν 
Χίων· καλέ[σαι δὲ] 
[— — — — — — τὸν πρεσβ]ευτὴν εἰς 
τὸ πρυτανε[ῖον ἐπὶ] 
 [ξένια — — — — — — — —]ον̣τ̣α̣ς̣ 
τ̣ὴ̣ν βουλὴ[ν — — —] 
                {²vacat?}² 
                         — — — —#⁷— 
                        —ο̣υ ΚΛ․․ΞΕ#⁷— 




End 3d θεωροί· δεδόχθαι τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τῶι 
δήμ̣[ωι· ἐπι]- 
μεληθῆναι τοὺς ἱεροποιοὺς μετὰ τῆ[ς 
βου]- 
[λ]ῆς ὅπως δοθεῖ τόπος ἐν ὧι 
σταθήσε[ται ἡ] 
στήλη ἐν τόπωι ὡς ἐπιφανεστάτ[ωι 
καθὼς ἀ]- 
ξιοῦσι Κυζικηνοὶ ὅπως ἔχει καλ[ῶς καὶ 
εὐ]- 
σεβῶς τῶι δήμωι τῶι Δηλίων [τὰ πρός 
τε] 
τοὺς θεοὺς καὶ τὸν δῆμον τὸν 
[Κυζικηνῶν]· 
ἐπαινέσαι δὲ τοὺς θεωροὺς κ[αὶ καλέσαι 
ἐπὶ] 
ξένια εἰς τὸ πρυτανεῖο[ν — — — — — 
—]· 
τὸ δὲ ἀνάλωμα δοῦ[ναι τὸν ταμίαν τὸ ἐκ 
τοῦ] 
νόμου· Παρμενί[ων — — — 
ἐπέψηφισεν]. 
 
Mentions xenia granted 
to Delian for the good 




273 Face B.1 




Φοίνικος, καὶ Ἀμυνίχου ἄλλον· καὶ 
ἄλλον ἀνεπίγραφον· κρατήρων 
ὑπόστατα δύο· χέρνιβα δύο· φιάλην· 
λυχνεῖα ΙΙΙ· χαλκία  · καὶ ἄλλο 
χαλκίον μέγα καὶ λέβητα· τὸγ κώθωνα 
το․․․․․․․ντο․․․․․․․․ 
[κ]αὶ ὑπόστατον· ἐσχάρας πυρκαϊοὺς ΙΙΙ· 
κύαθος· λιβανωτίδα· φιάλιον· 
ψυκτήριον· χοᾶ ἐλαηρόν· κηρύκειον· 
ἡμίτειαν· σιδηροῦς μοχλοὺς ΙΙΙ. 
ἐπικόπανον· γόμφους ΙΙΙ· ΠΟΓΕΙΟΝ· 
σφῆνας σιδηροῦς ΙΙΙ· σφῦραν σιδηρᾶν· 
πέλεκυς ․ΛΕΙ․․․ κ̣λίνας ΔΙ· 
[τ]ρυτάνην καὶ ἐλάττω ἄλλην· 
παραδείγματα τοῦ Κυν[θί]ου, τῆς 
θυμέλης, τῶν θυρῶν τοῦ ναοῦ· κλίνας 
σὺν ταῖς ἐμ πρυτανείωι καὶ ταῖς 
ἐνερρωγυίαις  Δ· vvvvvv ἡμίκλινον. 
ἐν τῆι νήσωι τῆι τῆς Ἑκάτης· χαλκίον· 
κρατὴρ χαλκοῦς· κανοῦν μικρὸν τ̣ῶ̣[ν] 
ἐκ τῆς Χαλκοθήκ[ης] καὶ ὀβελίσκους 
ΔΙΙ… 
installed in the 
prytaneion 
ID 508 c 230 frg. b.1  
                     — δι’ ἐνγύ[ων] — 
                  — [ἔ]ν̣γυος εἰα — 
                — [οἱ ἐ]γ̣δόται τὸ πλ — 
                   — ου τὴν πρᾶξιν καθ’ — 
                — [κ]ατὰ τὰ γεγραμ<μ>ένα 
ἐ[ν τῆι συγγραφῆι] — 
              — κατακωλυθεῖ ὁ ἐργώνης δ̣ — 
              — μμένων· ποδὶ δὲ χρήσετ[αι] 
— 
— [τὴν ὀργυὰν] τὴν ἐν τῶι πρυτανείωι 
ἐγδ — 
               — γένωνται τῆς καινουργία̣[ς] 
— 
                  — ου μετρίαν καὶ τοὺς 
βασμ[οὺς] — 
                  — καὶ τὸ στρῶμα σὺν τοῖς 
βασ[μοῖς] — 





mentions οργυὰν in the 
prytaneion, various 
changes (?) 
ID 460 171 frg. f.1  
                         — κ̣ι̣․μαν — 




                            —   — 
                    — [ἔθ]εσαν — 
                       —  ΔΔΔΔ — 
                — νο․․․․․ ταμία[ι] — 
                — ν̣η̣․․․․․η̣ς κα̣ὶ̣ — 
                — ς̣ κα̣ — — — — φ — 
                — ιν̣ — ․ω̣ν̣ι̣ ΧΧΧ ε̣ι̣ — 
                — [Πο]σι̣δεῶνος, ἔθε[σαν] — 
                — Ποσιδεῶνος, ἔθ[εσαν] — 
              — [π]εριβόλων  ̣Δ̣ΔΔ̣̣ — 
                       — Δ̣Δ̣Δ̣   ΙΙΙ — 
                     — ωνο — 
           — [εἰς κατ]ασκευὴν — 
              — [ἐπὶ] Παρμενίω[νος] — 
                 — εἰς κατασκ<ε>υὴν τοῦ̣ — 
— [ἄλλον, ἀπὸ τῆς Νυ]μφοδώ(ρου) καὶ 
Ἡρα[κλείδου] — 
                    — τὸ πρυτανεῖον #⁷ — 
                 — [ῶν]ος, ἔθεσαν [τ]αμία[ι] 
— 
— [ἄλλον, ἀπὸ τῆς Φί]λ̣ων̣ος, ἐπὶ 
Παρμ[ενίωνος] — 
                       — οι․․ω — 
                 — [ἔθεσα]ν ταμί(αι) ε̣ἰ̣ς̣ [τὸ 
ἱερὸν] — 
                             — ν̣ι — 
frg. l1.1  
             —σ̣κ̣— 
             —υ․σα— 
— [ἄλλον, ἀπὸ τ]ῆς Φί[λωνος] — 
        — [ἔθεσ]αν εἰς τ[ὸ ἱερὸν] — 
      — [εἰς τὸ χ]ῶμα τ̣— 
                —ΥΛΝ̣ΙΟ— 
     — [εἰ]ς τὸ πρυ[τανεῖον] — 
         — η̣ς εἰς — 
         — εἰς τὸ σ— 
           —ε̣ων σ̣— 
         — τ̣ὴν λ̣— 
          —υ̣κ— 
          —σ— 
ID 1515  2d               —Ν̣ΔΙ— 
[․․․․ τῆς] δὲ ἀναγρα[φῆς τοῦ 
ψηφίσματος ἐπι]- 





prytaneion and cost 
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[τω]ν δὲ αὐτόν τε καὶ τὸν ἀδ[ελφὸν οἱ 
ἄρ]- 
[χ]οντες ἐπὶ τὰ ἱερὰ εἰς τὸ πρυτ[ανεῖον· 
τὸ δὲ] 
ἀνάλωμα τὸ εἰς ταῦτα δοῦναι α[ὐτοῖς 
τὸν ταμί]- 
αν Καλλιάνακτα ἀπὸ τῶν προσόδω[ν]. 
ID 428 c 185                   — [ἄλλαι φιάλαι ΙΙ, 
ἱεροποιῶ]ν Ν̣ε[ωθ]άλου, Τελε[σικράτου, 
Φιλαδελφείων, Εὐτυχείων, ὁλκὴ 
 ΗΗ]· — 
                                                — 
[θυμ]ιατήριον Ι· κανοῦν Ι· φ[ιάλη, ἣν 
ἔφασαν ἀνατεθῆναι ἐπὶ τῆς ἑαυτῶν 
ἀρχῆς Χαιρέας καὶ Τελεστόκριτος], 
[Νικάρχου Ῥοδίου ἀνάθεμα· φιάλαι ἐμ 
πλινθείοις ΙΙ ὑπὲρ τὸ θύρετρον, ἃς 
ἔφασαν ἀνατ]εθ[ῆ]ναι ἐ[π]ὶ τῆς ἑαυτῶ[ν] 
ἀ[ρχῆς Χαιρέας καὶ Τελεστόκριτος, μίαν 
Πτολεμαίου τοῦ Λυσιμάχου ἀνάθε]- 
[μα, ἄλλη Ἀντιπάτρου τοῦ Ἐπιγόνου· 
ἄλλην, Κώιων ἀνάθεμα, ἀρχιθεώρου 
Χαιρεστράτου τοῦ Ἑκα]τοδώρου· 
ψήγματα ἀργυρᾶ, [ἃ παρέδωκαν 
ἱεροποιοὶ Χαιρέας καὶ Τελεστόκριτος, 
ὁλκὴ ΔΔΔ  ]· — 
                        — [ἄλλα ξύσματα 
παντοδ]απὰ τὰ περιγενόμενα <ἀ>πὸ τῶν 
[ἀργυρωμάτων τῶν ἐκ πρυτανείου]· — 
                                   — [ἀρυσᾶς 
κα]τεαγώς, Μητροδώρου Κλαζο[μενίου 
ἀνάθεμα]· — 
[φιάλαι ΙΙΙΙ ἃς παρέδωκαν ταμίαι 
Δημόστρατος καὶ οἱ κληρονόμοι οἱ 
Πάχητος, ὁλκὴ  ΗΗΗ]Η· παρὰ 
Διοδότου [σ]κάφιον στ[ησίλειον, ἐπ’ 
ἄρχοντος Εὐτέλου]· — 
                   — [ἄλλο σκάφιον  
 
 
Mentions silver plate in 
the prytaneion 
ID 439 181 frg. A.1 
[ΔΙΙ· χυτρίδες ΙΙΙΙ· κύαθοι ΙΙΙΙ]· 
οἰ[ν]οχό[α]ι ΙΙ· λιβανωτίς· θυμιατήριον· 
κανοῦν· φιάλη <ἣν> ἔφασαν ἀνατεθῆναι 
ἐπὶ τῆς αὑτῶν ἀρχῆς [Χαιρέ]ας καὶ 
Τελεστόκριτος, Νικάρχου [Ῥοδίου 
ἀνάθεμα· φιάλαι ἐμ πλινθείοις ΙΙ, ὑπὲρ 
τὸ θύ]- 
 
Mentions silver plate in 
the prytaneion 
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 [ρετρον, ἃς ἔφασαν ἀνατεθῆνα]ι ἐπὶ τῆς 
αὑτῶν ἀρχῆς Χαιρέας καὶ 
Τελεστόκριτος, μίαν Πτολεμαίου τοῦ 
Λυσιμάχου [ἀνάθεμ]α, ἄλ[λ]η 
Ἀν[τιπάτρου τοῦ Ἐπιγόνου] — 
[— — — — — — — — ψήγματα 
ἀρ]γυρᾶ ἃ παρέδωκαν ἱεροποιοὶ 
Χαιρέας καὶ Τελεστόκριτος, ὁλ. 
 ΔΔΔΔ  · κονδύλιο[ν σιδηροῦν 
ὑποκεχρυσωμένον· χύματα ἀργυρᾶ 
Δ Ι· δοκιμεῖα  ΙΙΙΙ· ἄλλα ξύσματα 
παντοδαπὰ τὰ περιγε]- 
[νόμενα ἀπὸ τῶν ἀργυρωμάτων τῶν] ἐκ 
πρυτανείου· κύαθος, Φίλλιος καὶ 
Πυθέου ἀνάθεμα, ὁ[λ. 
ΔΔ ]· θ[υμιατήριον]· — 
[ψήγματα ἀργυρᾶ ἐκ τῶν ἀρ]υσαίων, ὁλ. 
Δ    · φιάλαι ΙΙΙΙ, ἃς 
παρέδωκαν τ[αμίαι Δημόστρατος καὶ οἱ 
κληρονόμοι οἱ Πάχητος, ὁλ. ΗΗΗΗ· … 
ID 442 179 face B 
 
σιμάχου ἀνάθεμα, ἄλλη Ἀντιπάτρου τοῦ 
Ἐπιγόνου· ἄλλην, Κώιων ἀνάθεμα, 
ἀρχιθεώρου Χαιρεστράτου τοῦ 
Ἑκατοδώρου· ψήγματα ἀργυρᾶ, ἃ 
παρέδωκαν ἱεροποιοὶ Χαιρέας καὶ 
Τελεστόκριτος, 
ὁλ.  ΔΔΔ  · κονδύλιον 
σιδηροῦν ὑποκεχρυσωμένον· χύματα 
ἀργυρᾶ Δ Ι· δοκιμεῖα  ΙΙΙΙ· ἄλλα 
ξύσματα παντοδαπὰ τὰ περιγενόμενα 
ἀπὸ τῶν ἀργυρωμάτων τῶν ἐκ 
πρυτανείου· κύαθος, 
Φίλλιος καὶ Πυθέου ἀνάθεμα, ὁλ. 
 ΔΔ    · θυμιατήριον· 
σκάφια ΙΙ, ἐπ’ ἄρχοντος Σωσίκου, 
Μαψιχιδῶν ἀναθέματα· ἀρυσᾶς 
κατεαγώς, Μητροδώρου Κλαζομενίου 
ἀνάθεμα· ψήγματα ἀργυρᾶ ἐν τῶι ἀ- 
ρυσᾶι, ὧν ὁλ.  Δ    · 
φιάλαι ΙΙΙΙ, ἃς παρέδωκαν ταμίαι 
Δημόστρατος καὶ οἱ κληρονόμοι οἱ 
Πάχητος, ὁλ.  ΗΗΗΗ· καὶ παρὰ 
Διοδότου σκάφιον στησίλειον, ἐπ’ 
ἄρχοντος Εὐτέλου· ἄλλο σκάφιον 
 
Inventory; mentions the 
silver plate in the 
Prytaneion, also 
mentions kyathos and 




δειον, ἐπ’ ἄρχοντος Ξενομήδου, Φιλωνὶς 
Ἡγησαγόρου· ἄλλο σκάφιον στησίλειον, 
ἐπ’ ἄρχοντος Εὐτέλου, ἐμβόλιον ἔχον· 
στέφανος χρυσοῦς δάφνης, ἀνάθεμα 
βασιλέως Εὐμένους, ὁλ.  Η· ἄλλος 
στέφανος χρυσοῦς δάφνης, ἀνάθεμα 
Γναίου Μαελλίου στρατηγοῦ Ῥωμαίων, 
ὁλ.  Η· ἄλλος στέφανος χρυσοῦς 
δρυός, ἀνάθεμα Λευκίου Κορνηλίου 
Σκιπίωνος στρατηγοῦ ὑπάτου Ῥωμαί- 
ων· ἄλλος στέφανος χρυσοῦς δάφνης, 
βασιλέως Εὐμένους ἀνάθεμα, ὁλ.  Η· 
καὶ ὃν ἔφασαν ἀποκατασταθῆναι ἐπὶ τῆς 
αὑτῶν ἀρχῆς Μνησικλείδης καὶ 
Πολύβουλος, ὃν παρέδωκεν αὐτοῖς 
ID 443 178 frg. b.1 
 
 [ΙΙΙΙ· τέτραχμον λυσιμάχειον· στατὸς 
καὶ κ]άδος· μαστοὶ ΔΙΙ· χυτρίδες ΙΙΙΙ· 
κύαθοι ΙΙΙΙ· οἰνοχοῦς ΙΙ· λιβανωτίς· 
θυμιατήριον· κανοῦν· φιάλη, Νικάρχου 
Ῥοδίου ἀνάθεμα· φιάλαι 
[ἐμ πλινθείοις ΙΙ, ὑπὲρ τὸ θύρετρον, μία 
Πτ]ολεμαίου τοῦ Λυσιμάχου ἀνάθεμα, 
ἄλλη Ἀντιπάτρου τοῦ Ἐπιγόνου· ἄλλη, 
Κώιων ἀνάθεμα, ἀρχιθεώρου 
Χαιρ<ε>στράτου τοῦ Ἑκά- 
[τοδώρου· ψήγματα ἀργυρᾶ, ὁλ. 
 ΔΔΔ ]· κονδύλιον σιδηροῦν 
ἐπικεχρυσωμένον· χύματα ἀργυρᾶ 
Δ Ι· δοκιμεῖα  ΙΙΙΙ· ξύσματα 
παντοδαπὰ τὰ περιγενόμενα ἀπὸ τῶν 
ἀργυ- 
[ρωμάτων τῶν ἐκ πρυτανείου· κύ]αθος, 
Φίλλιος ἀνάθεμα καὶ Πυθέου, ὁλ. 
ΔΔ    · θυμιατήριον· σκάφια 
ΙΙ, ἐπ’ ἄρχοντος Σωσίκου, Μαψιχιδῶν 
ἀναθέματα· ἀρυσᾶς κατεαγώς, 
[Μητροδώρου Κλαζομενίου ἀνάθ]εμα· 
ψήγματα ἀργυρᾶ ἐν τῶι ἀρυσᾶι, ὁλ. 
Δ    · φιάλας ΙΙΙΙ, ἃς 
παρέδωκαν ταμίαι Δημόστρατος καὶ οἱ 
κληρονόμοι οἱ Πάχητος, ὁλ. ΗΗΗΗ· 
σκάφιον 
 [στησίλ]ειον, ἐπ’ ἄ[ρχοντος Εὐτέλο]υ· 
 
Inventory; mentions 




(including one of 
Apollo Pytheos), small 
bowl 
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ἄλλο φιλωνίδειον, ἐπ’ ἄρχοντος 
Ξενομήδου· ἄλλο, ἐπ’ ἄρχοντος 
Εὐτέλου, ἐμβόλιον ἔχον, στησίλειον· 
στέφανον χρυσοῦν δάφνης, ἀνά- 
[θεμα β]ασιλέως [Εὐμένους, ὁλ.  Η· 
σ]τέφανος χρυσοῦς δάφνης, ἀνάθεμα 
Γναίου Μαελλίου στρατηγοῦ Ῥωμαίων, 
ὁλ.  Η· στέφανος χρυσοῦς δρυός, 
ἀνάθεμα Λευκίου Κορνηλί- 
[ου Σκι]πίωνος στρ[ατηγοῦ ὑπάτου 
Ῥ]ωμαίων· στέφανος χρυσοῦς δάφνης, 
βασιλέως Εὐμένους ἀνάθεμα, ὁλ.  Η· 
στέφανος χρυσοῦς δάφνης, ἐπιγραφή· 
Πόπλιος Ποπλίου…  
ID 461 169 face A.frg. a.1  
[ἄλλον, ἐν ὧι ἐνῆσαν — — — — — — 
— — —]ΗΗΗ, ἀπὸ τῆς Νυμφοδώρου 
καὶ Ἡρακλείδου, [ὃ]ν ἔθεσαν ἱεροποιοὶ 
Χαρίστιος καὶ Φωκίων, τὸ περιὸν ἐν τῆι 
στ[ή]ληι· κοτύλην, ἐν ἧι ἐν[εῖσαν — —] 
[— — —, ἀπὸ τῆς Νυμφοδώρου καὶ 
Ἡρα]κλείδου, ἣν ἔθεσαν ταμίαι 
Μνησικλείδης καὶ Βούλων ἀπὸ τοῦ εἰς 
τὸ θέατρον· στάμνον, ἐν ὧι ἐνῆ[σα]ν Χ 
— — — — — —  , ἀπὸ τῆς 
Νυμ[φοδώρου] 
[καὶ Ἡρακλείδου, — — — — — — — 
—]ν εἰς ἀλεξανδρείου λόγον ἀπὸ τοῦ 
πρυτανείου· ἄλλον, ἐν ὧι ἐνῆσαν 
ΧΧΧΔ    Ι, ἀπὸ τῆς 
Νυμφοδώ[ρου κ]αὶ Ἡρ[ακλεί]δου, ὃν 
ἔθεσαν ταμ[ίαι — — —] 
[— — — — — — — — — εἰς τὰ 
ἐν]οίκια τῆς ἀγορᾶς· ἄλλον, ἐν ὧι 
ἐνεῖσαν Δ[Δ]ΔΔ̣ , ἀ[πὸ τ]ῆς Ἕλληνος 
καὶ Μαντινέως, ἔθεσαν [τ]αμίαι 
Παρμενίων καὶ Μνῆσις ὅρων· ἄ[λλον, 
ἐν] 
[ὧι ἐνῆσαν — — — —, ἀπὸ τῆς 
Ἕλλη]νος καὶ Μαντινέως, ὃν ἔθεσαν 
ταμίαι Μένυλλο[ς κα]ὶ Φωκαιεύς, εἰς 
ἀπόδοσιν τῶν δανείων τῶν ὀφειλομένων 
τῶι θεῶι· ἄλλ[ον, ἐν ὧι] 
[ἐνῆσαν — — — — — — — — —, 
ἀπὸ τ]ῆς Ἕλληνος καὶ Μαντινέως, ὃν 
ἔθεσαν ἱεροπο[ιοὶ Λ]εοντιάδης καὶ 
 
Mentions the 
αλεξανδρείου λόγον in 
the prytaneion and the 
bestowal of crowns 
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Δημήτριος ὃ οὐκ ἐδανείσαντο οἱ 
ἐγκεκτημένοι· ἄλλον, ἐ[ν ὧι ἐνῆ]- 
[σαν — — — — — — — — —, ἀπὸ 
τῆς Ἕλλ]ηνος καὶ Μαντινέως, ὃν ἔθεσαν 
ταμίαι Τιμοφῶν καὶ Ξένων, τὸ 
περιγενόμενον ἀπὸ τοῦ τοῖς τεχνίταις· 
ἄλλον, ἐν [ὧ]ι ἐνεῖσαν ΗΗ̣ — — — —, 
 [ἀπὸ τῆς Ἕλληνος καὶ Μαντινέως, ὃ] 
ἔθεσαν ταμίαι Μνησικλείδης καὶ 
Βούλων, εἰς ἀπόδοσιν τῶι θεῶι· 
κοτύλην, ἐν ἧι ἐνεῖσαν ΔΔΔΔ, ἀπὸ τῆς 
Ἕλληνος, ἣν ἔθεσαν — — — — 
… 
— — — — — — — — — — — — 
ὑπὲρ α̣ὑ̣τ̣ο̣ῦ̣ [κ]αὶ τῶν υἱῶν τόκον· 
ἄλλον, ἐν ὧι ἐνῆσαν ΧΧΧ Η̣, ἀπὸ τῆς 
Φίλωνος, ὃν ἔθ[ε]σαν ἱερ[οποιοὶ] 
Χαρίστιος καὶ Φω[κίων — — — — —] 
 [— — τὸ περιγενόμενον? ἐ]ν τῆι 
[στ]ή[λ]ηι· ἄλλον, ἐν ὧι ἐνεῖσαν {Χ̣Χ̣?} 
  ΗΗΗΗ ΔΔ    , 
ἀπὸ τῆς Φίλωνος — 
[— — — — — — δημό?]σι̣ο̣ν [ἄν]δρες 
ο[ἱ] αἱρεθέντες ἐπὶ τὴν κοπὴν τοῦ 
νομίσματος· ἄλλον ἐν ὧι [ἐνεῖσαν — — 
—]ΔΔ — 
[— — — — — — — ἀργύρι?]ο̣ν εἰ[ς 
ἀ]λ[ε]ξανδρείου λόγον, τὸ το[ῦ 
πρ]υτανείου εἰς τὴν ἀπόδοσιν τῶν 
στεφάνων — — — — — — — — — 
— —. καὶ τόδε ἄλλο ἀρ]- 
[γύριον ἐτέθη εἰς τὴν ἱερ]ὰν̣ κι[βωτὸ]ν 
ἐπὶ τῆς ἡμετέρας ἀρχῆς· στάμνος, ἐν ὧι 
ἐνεῖσαν … 
 
ID 1497 165/4 [ξ]υμβάλλεσθαι τῆς βουλῆς εἰς τὸν 
δῆμον ὅτι δοκεῖ τεῖ βουλεῖ ἐπαινέσαι 
τε Ἀμφικλῆν Φιλοξένου Ῥηναέα ἐπί 
τε τεῖ εἰς τοὺς θεοὺς εὐσεβείαι 
καὶ τεῖ εἰς τὸν δῆμον τὸν Ἀθηναίων 
 εὐνοίαι καὶ στεφανῶσαι αὐτὸν δάφνης 
στεφάνωι· ἀποστεῖλαι δ’ αὐτῶι καὶ 
ξένιον· καλέσαι δὲ αὐτὸν καὶ εἰς τὸ 
πρυτανεῖον ἐπὶ τὴν κοινὴν ἑστίαν· 
ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα 
εἰς στήλην λιθίνην καὶ στῆσαι ἐν 
 
Metions the bestowal of 
crowns to individual for 
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τῶι ἱερῶι τῆς Ἀρτέμιδος. 
ID 1497 
bis 
160/59 frg. B.1 
τοῖς γυμνικοῖς ἀγῶσιν· στῆσαι δὲ τοῦ 
βασιλέως Φαρνάκου καὶ τῆς βα- 
σιλίσσης Νύσης ἑκατέρου εἰκόνα 
χαλκῆν καὶ ἀναθεῖναι ἐν Δή- 
λωι· τῆς δὲ ἀναγορεύσεως τῶν 
στεφάνων καὶ τῶν εἰκόνων ἐπιμελη- 
θῆναι τοὺς στρατηγοὺς καὶ τὸν ταμίαν 
τῶν στρατιωτικῶν· χειρο- 
τονῆσαι δὲ τὸν δῆμον ἤδη τρεῖς ἄνδρας 
ἐξ Ἀθηναίων ἁπάντων, οἵτι- 
νες ἐπιμελήσονται τῆς κατασκευῆς καὶ 
τῆς ἀναθέσεως τῶν εἰκό- 
νων· ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα τὸν 
γραμματέα τὸν κατὰ πρυτα- 
νείαν ἐν στήλει λιθίνει καὶ στῆσαι παρὰ 
τὰς εἰκόνας· εἰς δὲ τὴν ἀ[να]- 
γραφὴν καὶ τὴν ἀνάθεσιν τῆς στήλης τὸ 
γενόμενον ἀνάλωμα μ[ερίσαι] 
τὸν ταμίαν τῶν στρατιωτικῶν· ὅπως δ’ 
ἂν καὶ νῦν καθήκοντος τοῦ καιροῦ 
πενφθεῖ ὁ ἀποκομιῶν τὰ ἐπιβάλλοντα 
δοθῆναι ἀκολούθως τεῖ [τ]οῦ βασιλέ- 
ως αἱρέσει καὶ τοῖς γεγονόσιν ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ 
προστάγμασιν, χειροτονῆσαι 
 
Mentions inscription of 
a proposal to be set up 
in the prytaneion next to 
image. 
ID 1416 156/5 Face A.col. I.1 
άλην ἐμ πλινθείωι ὡς ποδιαίαν, ἀνάθεμα 
Θεοφραστίδ[ου, ὁλκὴ ὡς ἡ ἐπιγραφὴ — 
—] 
ἄστατον· ἄλλο φιάλιον ὡς δακτύλων 
[ἕξ], ἀνάθεμα Δημέου τ[οῦ — — — — 
—] 
λινα· ζώιδια λίθινα τρία, ἀνάθεμα 
Ἀρίστωνος. ἐν τῶι Σαραπιείωι· vac. 
πρὸς τῶι ναῶι Ἑρμῆς ἔχων κηρύκειον, 
ἀνάθεμα Ἀριστοφάνου· ἐν τῶι προν[άωι· 
Ἔρωτ]ες. 
ἐν τῶι ναῶι· ἀργυρᾶ· φιάλην ἐμ 
πλινθείωι ὡς δακτύλων [ὀκ]τώ, [ἀνάθε]- 
[μα] Γναίου Πετενναίου. ἐν τῶι 
πρυτανείωι· χαλκᾶ· Ἑστία[ν ․․․․․ ἐπὶ 
βω]- 
[μίσ]κου λιθίνου καθήμενον καὶ ἐπὶ 
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[ποδι]αῖον καὶ θυμιατήριον πομπικὸν ὡς 
τριημιποδιαῖον· Ἑρμ[ᾶς ἐπὶ βάσεων 
λιθί]- 
[νων] πέντε· σατυρίσκον ὡς 
τριπάλαστον φέροντα κρα[τηρίσκον ἐπὶ 
βά]- 
[σεω]ς λιθίνης· ὀμφαλὸν καὶ φύλακα 
{φύλακα} περὶ αὐτ[ὸν — — — — — 
— — —] 
[ἀπο]λλωνίσκον ἐν θυρίδι καθήμενον 
ἐπ’ ὀμφαλοῦ ὡς δί[πουν· ἄλλον? — — 
— —] 
ID 1417 155/4 face B.col.I.1 
[βι]δος· φιάλιον ἐν πλινθείωι ὡς 
ποδιαῖον, ἀνάθεμα Θεοφραστίδ[ου, ὁλκὴ 
ὡς ἡ ἐπιγρα]- 
[φ]ὴ Δ, ἄστατον, ἐφ’ ἱερέως Λέον̣τ̣ο̣[ς? 
․․․․․․]ι̣ο̣υ·̣ φίαλιον λεῖον ὡς δακτύλων 
ἕ[ξ], 
ἐφ’ οὗ ἐπιγραφή· ἐφ’ ἱερέως 
․․․․․․․․․․․․․Η̣· ζώιδια λίθιν[α τρία, 
ἀνάθεμα Ἀρίστωνος], 
ἐφ’ ἱερέως Φιλοκράτου. ἐν τῶι 
Σαραπιείωι· πρὸς τῶι ναῶι· Ἑρμῆς 
χαλ[κοῦς ἔχων] 
κηρύκειον, ἀνάθεμα Ἀριστο[φάνους]. ἐν 
τῶι προν[ά]ωι· ἔρωτε[ς χαλκοῖ δύο. ἐν 
τῶι] 
ναῶι· φιάλην ἀργυρᾶν ἐν π[λινθ]είωι ὡς 
δακτύλων ὀκτώ, [ἀνάθεμα Γνα]- 
ίου Πετενναίου, [ἄστατον. ἐν τ]ῶι 
πρυτανείωι· χαλκᾶ· Ἑστίαν ὡς δί[πουν] 
[ἐ]πὶ βωμίσκο[υ λιθίνου καθη]μένην 
κα<ὶ> ἐπὶ βάσεως λιθίνης· 
ἀπ[ολλωνίσκ]ον 
ἀρχαικὸν ὡς π[οδιαῖον καὶ] θυμιατήριον 
πομπικὸν ὡς τριημιποδι[αῖον· Ἑρ]- 
μᾶς ἐπὶ βάσ[εων λιθίν]ων πέντε· 
σατυρίσκον ὡς τριπάλ[ασ]τον [φέρον]- 
τα κρατηρί[σκον ἐπὶ] βάσεως λιθίνης· 
ὀμφαλὸν καὶ φύλακα περὶ αὐτόν· 
τράχηλ[ον?· ἀπολ]λωνίσκον ἐν θυρίδι 
καθήμενον ἐπ’ ὀμφαλοῦ 
ὡς δίπου[ν· ἄλλον? — — ἐν θυρίδ<ι> 
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νον ν̣ — — — — ἐν τῶι προδόμωι· 








Citation Date Text Significance 
IG XI,4 
858      
4th cent. 
BC 
 [δρίαν ἐν τοῖς ἀγῶσιν οἷς?] 
[ἡ πό]λ̣ις τ̣[ίθησι?] vac.? 
[κ]αὶ πρόσ[οδον πρὸς τὴ]- 
ν βουλὴ[ν πρώτοις με]- 
τὰ τὰ ἱε[ρά· ἀναγράψαι] 
δὲ τόδ[ε τὸ ψήφισμα] 
τὴμ μὲ[μ βουλὴν εἰς τὸ] 
βουλευ̣τήριον, τοὺς 
δὲ ἱερ̣[οποιοὺς εἰς τὸ] 
ἱερὸν ἐ[ν στήληι καὶ] 
θεῖνα[ι — — — — — —] 
․․μ— — — — — — — — 
 
One of the earliest inscribed 
decrees mentioning 
bouleuterion; terminus ante 
quem for the existence of a 
bouleuterion 
SEG 
14:499      
4th cent. 
BC 
 [— — — — — — — 
ε]ὐεργέταις 
[τοῖς Δηλί]ων δέδ[ο]ται· ἐ̣- 
[πιμ]έλεσ[θ]α̣ι δὲ αὐτ[ῶ]ν τ̣- 
 [ὴν βο]υλὴν [τ]ὴν ἀεὶ βο̣υλ̣- 
[εύου]σαν ὅ,[τ]ι ἂν ἐ̣παγγέ- 
[λλ]ωσιν· ἀν[α]γ̣ράψ[αι δὲ τ]- 
[όδ]ε τὸ ψήφ[ισμα τὴν μὲν] 
[βο]υλὴν εἰς [τὸ βουλευτ]- 
[ήρ]ιον, τοὺς [δὲ ἱεροποι]- 
[οὺ]ς εἰς τὸ ἱ[ερόν]. 
 
ID 77      End 4th 
cent. BC  
                            —ο— — 
                     — Δηλίων κ[α]ὶ 
[ποεῖ ὅ τι δύναται] ἀγαθὸν 
Δηλίους, 
[δεδόχθαι τῶ]ι δήμωι Νίκαν- 
 [δρον — — —]μ̣ο Δήλιον εὐερ- 
[γέτην εἶναι Δηλ]ίων καὶ αὐτὸν 
[καὶ ἐκγόνους καὶ] εἶναι αὐτοῖς 
[ἐν Δήλωι ἀτέλει]αν πάντων 
κα[ὶ] 
[προεδρίαν καὶ πρόσ]οδον πρὸς 
 [τὴν βουλὴν καὶ τὸν δ]ῆμον ἐὰν 
τὸ 
[δέωνται πρώτοις με]τὰ τὰ ἱερά· 
[τὴν μὲν βουλὴν ἀναγράψα]ι 
τόδε 
[τὸ ψήφισμα εἰς τὸ βουλευτή]ρι- 
[ον — — — — — — — — — 
 
 90
— — — — —] 
IG XI,4 
511      
End 4th 
cent. BC 
․․․ καὶ γν[ησίως τὰ πά]- 
τρια περὶ τὸν χο[ρόν· δεδόχ]- 
θαι τῶι δήμωι· ἐπε[ιδὴ Κλεα]- 
γόρας ἐπαγγέλλ[εται — — —] 
σειν, ἐπαινέσαι Κ[λεαγό]- 
ραν Ἐπινόμου Σικ— — — — 
εἶναι δὲ αὐτῶι κ[αὶ ἐκ]- 
[γό]νο[ις ἐν Δήλωι ἀτέ]- 
λειαμ [πάντων· καλέσαι] 
δὲ αὐτὸν ἐ[πὶ ξένια ἕως ἂν] 
ἐπιδημῆι· ἀνα[γράψαι δὲ] 
τόδε τὸ ψήψισμα [τὴμ] 
μὲμ βουλὴν εἰ[ς τὸ] 
βουλευτήριον, το[ὺς] 
δὲ ἱεροποιοὺς εἰ[ς τὸ] 
 
IG XI,4 




ἐψηφίσθαι [τῶι δήμωι]· 
εἶναι Ἡλιόδω[ρον — —] 
κλείδου Κιτ[ιέα πρό]- 
ξενον Δηλίων [καὶ εὐερ]- 
γέτην καὶ αὐ[τὸν καὶ] 
ἐγγόνους καὶ ὑπ̣[άρ]- 
[χ]ειν α[ὐτοῖς] πάντ[α ὅσα]- 
[περ] καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοι[ς προ]- 
[ξέ]νοις καὶ εὐεργέ[ταις] 
τοῖς Δηλίων· ἀνα[γρά]- 
[ψ]αι δὲ τόδε τὸ ψή[φισ]- 
[μα τ]ὴν μὲν βου[λὴν] 
εἰς τὸ βουλευτήρι[ον], 







[— — κα]ὶ τὰ ἄλ[λα πάντα ὅσα] 
[καὶ τοῖς] ἄλλοις [προξένοις καὶ] 
[εὐεργέ]ταις δέδ[οται παρὰ Δη]- 
[λίων· ἀνα]γράψαι δ[ὲ τόδε τὸ] 
[ψήφισμα τὴν] μὲν [βουλὴν εἰς] 







[— — — — εἶναι δὲ] 
αὐτοῖς καὶ τἄλλα πάν- 
τα ὅσαπερ καὶ τοῖς ἄλ- 
λοις προξένοις καὶ εὐ- 
εργέταις δέδοται τοῦ 
τε ἱεροῦ καὶ Δηλίων· 
ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε 
[τὸ] ψήφισμα τὴμ μὲν 
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[βουλὴν εἰς τὸ βο]υλευ- 





[— — καὶ γῆς καὶ οἰκίας 
ἔγκτη]σιν 
[καὶ προεδρίαν ἐν τ]οῖς ἀγῶ[σιν] 
[καὶ πρόσοδον πρὸς τ]ὴ[ν] 
βουλὴν 
[καὶ τὸν δῆμον πρώτ]οις μετὰ τὰ 
[ἱερὰ καὶ τἄλλα πάντ]α ὅσα 
κ[αὶ] τοῖ[ς]  
[ἄλλοις προξένοις] καὶ εὐ[ερ]γέ- 
[ταις τοῦ ἱεροῦ καὶ Δηλ]ίων 
[δέ]δοται·  
[ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε] τὸ ψήφισμα 
[τὴν μὲν βουλὴν εἰς] τὸ 
βου[λευ]-  
[τήριον — — — — — — — — 
— — —]. 
 
IG XI,4 




[κ]αὶ γῆς καὶ οἰ[κίας ἔγκτησιν 
καὶ] 
[π]ρόσοδον πρὸς τ[ὴν βουλὴν 
καὶ] 
τὸν δῆμον πρώτο[ις μετὰ τὰ 
ἱερὰ] 
καὶ τἄλλα πάντα ὑ[πάρχειν 
αὐτοῖς] 
ὅσα καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοι[ς προξένοις 
Δηλί]- 
ων· ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδ[ε τὸ 
ψήφισμα] 
[τὴ]μ μὲν βουλὴ[ν εἰς τὸ 
βουλευ]- 
[τήριον — — — — — — — — 
— — —] 
 
IG XI,4 
685      
250-200 — — — — — — — — — — 
— — — — τον καὶ 
— — — — — — — — — — 
— — —ΚΑΙ̣ΟΣΟΥ 
[— — — — — — — — 
ἀναγράψαι δὲ] τόδε τὸ ψήφισ- 
[μα τὴμ μὲν βουλὴν εἰς τὸ 
βουλευτήριον], τ[ο]ὺ[ς δὲ] ἱε- 
[ροποιοὺς εἰς στήλην καὶ στῆσαι 
εἰς τὸ ἱερόν· Θεο?]φᾶς 
[Κλεοσθένου? ἐπεψήφισεν]. 
 
IG XI,4 220-210  [— — πρώ]τ̣οις μετ̣ὰ τ̣ὰ [ἱερά·  
 92
694      εἶναι] 
[δὲ αὐτοῖς καὶ] τἄλλα πάντα ὅσα 
δέ[δοται] 
[ὑπὸ τοῦ δήμου τ]οῦ Δηλίων 
τοῖς προξένοις 
[καὶ εὐεργέταις το]ῦ τε ἱεροῦ καὶ 
Δηλίω[ν]· στε- 
[φανῶσαι δὲ α]ὐτὸν ἐν τῶι 
θεάτρωι [Ἀ]πολ[λ]ω- 
[νίων τῶι ἀ]γῶνι, ὅταν οἱ τῶμ 
παίδων χοροὶ 
[ἀγων]ίζωνται, δάφνης 
στεφάνωι τῶι ἱε[ρῶι] 
[καὶ] ὁ ἱεροκῆρ[υξ] 
ἀναγορευσάτω τόδε τὸ κ[ήρυγ]- 
[μα]· στεφανοῖ ὁ δῆμος ὁ 
Δηλίων Ἁγνόθε[ον ․․] 
[․․․]οκράτου Ἀθηναῖον δάφνης 
στεφάν[ωι] 
[ἀρε]τῆς ἕνεκεν καὶ εὐσεβείας 
τῆς πε[ρὶ τὸ] 
[ἱερὸ]ν καὶ εὐνοίας τῆς εἰς τὸν 
δῆμον τὸ[ν Δη]- 
[λίων]· ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε τὸ 
ψήφισμα [τὴν] 
[μὲν β]ουλὴν εἰς τὸ 
βουλευτήριον, τοὺ[ς δὲ ἱε]- 




850      
Beginning 
2d 
[— — — — — — — — καὶ] 
κοινεῖ καὶ ἰδία[ι τοῖς ἐ]ντυγ- 
[χάνουσιν αὐτῶι τῶν πολι]τῶν 
εἰς ἃ ἄν τι[ς α]ὐ[τὸ]ν παρα- 
[καλεῖ ἀπροφασίστω]ς τὴν 
πᾶσα[ν] σπ[ουδ]ὴν κα[ὶ] 
[ἐπιμέλειαν ποι]ούμενος· 
δεδόχθαι τεῖ βουλ[εῖ] 
[καὶ τῶι δήμωι· ἐπαινέσαι] 
Δημ̣[ή]τ[ριον? — —]αι․․ 
— — — — — — — ἐπὶ τεῖ 
[αἱρέσει ἧι] ἔχων δια- 
[τελεῖ περί τε τὸ] ἱερὸν καὶ τ[ὸν 
δῆμο]ν τὸν Δη- 




[τοῦ ἱεροῦ καὶ Δη]λίων κα[ὶ 
αὐτὸν καὶ ἐ]κγόνους· ε[ἶ]- 
[ναι δὲ αὐτοῖς ἐν] Δήλωι [καὶ 
γῆς καὶ οἰκ]ίας ἔγκτ[η]- 
[σιν καὶ πρόσοδον π]ρὸς τὴν 
[βουλὴν καὶ] τὸν δῆ- 
[μον πρώτοις μετὰ τ]ὰ ἱερά· 
ὑπ[άρχει]ν δὲ αὐτ[οῖς] 
[καὶ τὰ ἄλλα πάντα ὅ]σα δέδοται 
καὶ τοῖ[ς] 
[προξένοις καὶ εὐε]ργέταις τοῦ 
τε ἱερο[ῦ] 
[καὶ Δηλίων· ἀναγράψαι] δὲ 
τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα 
[τὴν μὲν βουλὴν εἰς τὸ] 
βουλευτήριον, το[ὺς] 
[δὲ ἱεροποιοὺς εἰς τὸ ἱερόν]. vac. 
[ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι κα]ὶ̣ τ̣[ῶι 
δήμωι? — — —] 
IG XI,4 
840      
Beginning 
2d 
ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τῶι δή- 
μωι· Τιμοκλείδης Τελεσίππου 
εἶπε[ν]· 
ἐπειδὴ Κλεινόδημος Ληβώτου 
Σί- 
φνιος ἀνὴρ ἀγαθὸς ὢν διατελεῖ 
πε[ρὶ] 
τὸ ἱερὸν καὶ τὸν δῆμον τὸ̣ν 
Δηλίων 
καὶ χρείας παρέχεται καὶ κοινῆι 
τῆι 
πόλει καὶ ἰδίαι τοῖς 
ἐντυγχάνουσιν 
αὐτῶι τῶν πολιτῶν εἰς ὃ ἄν [τ]ις 
αὐ- 
τὸν παρακαλῇ· περὶ δὴ 
[τ]ού[των] δεδό- 
χθαι τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τῶι δήμωι· 
ἐπαινέ- 
σαι Κλεινόδημον Ληβώτου 
Σίφνιον 
ἐπὶ τῆι αἱρέσ<ε>ι ἧι ἔχων 
διατελεῖ περ- 
ὶ τὸ ἱερὸν καὶ τὸν δῆμον τὸν 
Δηλί- 




[γ]έτην τοῦ τε ἱεροῦ καὶ Δηλίων 
κα[ὶ] 
αὐτὸν καὶ ἐγγόνους· εἶναι δ’ αὐ- 
τοῖς ἐν Δήλωι γῆς καὶ οἰκίας 
ἔνκτ[η]- 
σιν καὶ πρόσοδον πρὸς τὴν 
βουλὴν 
καὶ τὸν δῆμον πρώτοις μετὰ τὰ 
ἱερά· 
ὑπάρχειν δὲ αὐτοῖς καὶ τὰ ἄλλα 
πάντα ὅσα δέδοται καὶ τοῖς 
ἄλλοις 
προξένοις καὶ εὐεργέταις τοῦ τε 
ἱ- 
εροῦ καὶ Δηλίων· ἀναγράψαι δὲ 
τόδε 
τὸ ψήφισμα τὴν μὲν βουλὴν εἰς 
τὸ 
βουλευτήριον, τοὺς δὲ 
ἱεροποιοὺς 
εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν εἰς στήλην λιθίνην· 
Ἀπολλό- 
δωρος Μαντιθέου ἐπεψήφισεν. 
IG XI,4 
769 
180-176 [κ]αὶ αὐτὸν καὶ ἐκγόνους καὶ 
εἶναι αὐτοῖ[ς] 
[ἐ]ν Δήλωι γῆς καὶ οἰκίας 
ἔγκτησ- 
[ι]ν καὶ προεδρίαν ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς 
ἀγῶσι 
[οἷ]ς Δήλιοι συντελοῦσι καὶ 
[πρ]όσοδον πρὸς τὴν βουλὴν 
πρώτοις μετ- 
[ὰ τ]ὰ ἱερά· ὑπάρχειν δὲ 
[αὐ]τῶι καὶ τἄλλα ὅσα δέδοται 
καὶ τ[ο]- 
[ῖ]ς ἄλλοις προξένοις καὶ 
εὐεργέταις 
τοῦ τε ἱεροῦ καὶ Δηλίων· 
ἀναγράψαι δ- 
ὲ τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα τὴμ μὲν 
[β]ουλὴν εἰς τὸ βουλευτήριον, 
τοὺς δὲ 
ἱεροποιοὺς εἰς τὸ ἱερόν· 
Νικά[ν]ωρ 
        Νικάνορος ἐπεψήφισεν. 
 








Citation Date Text Significance 
ID 354     218  ρος τὸ ἱερὸν καθάρασθαι 
·   ΙΙ· κληματίς, πεύκη 
·ΙΙ · [στε]φανώματα · ΙΙ· 
ξύλα ἐπὶ βωμοὺ[ς] καὶ ἱεροπόιον 
καὶ Πύθιον · ΙΙ· [τὰ πάν]τα 
·ΔΔ    · ἀπενέγκα̣σι 
·ΙΙ· ξ̣ύλ[α τῶι] 
ἐπισκευάσαντι τὴν θύραν τοῦ 
ἐκκλησιαστηρί[ου ·— —]· 
ἄνθρακες ἐπὶ βωμοὺς καὶ 
ἱεροπόιον · · ἐλαίου εἰς 
ἱεροπόιον χόες · · [τι]μὴ 
·  · εἰς ἐπικόσμησιν τοῦ 
Ἀρ- 
τεμισίου μύρον ῥόδινον 
·   · νίτρον, κηρός, 
ΙΙΟΠΟΝ · · [ἐλαίου] 
λευκοῦ εἰς Ἀρτεμίσιον καὶ εἰς 
τὸν ναὸν τ[οῦ] Ἀπόλλωνος χόες 
τρεῖς,  [  ΙΙΙ· σ]πόγγοι 
· . Ἀρτεμισιῶνος· χοῖρος [τὸ 
ἱε]- 
ρὸν καθάρασθαι ·   ΙΙΙ· 
κληματίς, πεύκη ·ΙΙ · 
στε[φανώμα]τα ἐπὶ βωμοὺς καὶ 
εἰς ἱεροπόιον · ΙΙ· ῥῖπες ε[ἰς 
τ]ὰς θυρίδας τοῦ Ἰνωποῦ 
·   ΙΙΙΙ· [δᾶι]ς ·ΙΙΙΙ· 
ξύλα ἐπὶ βωμοὺς [καὶ εἰς 
ἱεροπό]- 
[ιον]· τιμὴ ·ΔΔ· ἀπενέγκασι ·ΙΙ· 
ἐλαίου χόες · · τι[μὴ 
·  ]· λαμπάδες εἰς τὸγ 
χορὸν τοῖς Ἀρτεμισίοις ·[]ΙΙ· 
ῥυμοί, κληματίδες ·Ι· 




Mentions wood used in the door 
of the ekklesisaterion 
ID 373     200  — — — — — 
[κ]ήπους δύ[ο] — 
Ἱερο— 
 
Mentions roof tiles used in the 
ekklesiasterion 
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ΛΠΙ[— — — — — — — — — 




δ̣ων ὧν παρελ[άβομεν?] — 
τὸ[ν] ἐν τῶι [γυ]μν[ασίωι?] — 
του καὶ νηγ— 
ΣΜ̣ΕΥ τῆς στο[ᾶς — — 
— — — — — — — — — — 
— — παρελά]- 
βομεν ἐκ τοῦ ἐκκλ[ησιαστηρίου 
— — — — — — — — — — 
ἐκ τοῦ] 
ἐκκλησιαστηρί[ου — — — — 
— — — — — — — — — — 
—· ἀριθμὸς?] 
ξύλων τῶν τε ὠ[νηθέντων? καὶ 
τῶν παραδοθέντων? — —] 
ID 372 200 εἰς τὸ ἐκκλησιαστήριον εἰς τὰς 
παραστάδας πέτρας Λ[— — — 
— — — — — — — ἔδομεν 
πρώτην δόσιν] κ̣ελεύοντος 
ἀρχιτέκτονος, π̣ο̣- 
δ̣ῶν ΔΔΔΙΙΙΙ, Η ΙΙΙΙ· 
συντελέσαντι δὲ τοὺς ἡμίσεις 
[— — — — — — — ἔδομεν 
δευτέραν δόσιν ἀρχιτέκτονος 
κελεύον]τος ΧΧ· 
συντελέσαντι δὲ πάντας 
καὶ παραμετρήσαντι 
ἀπε[δώκαμ]εν τὸ λοιπ[ὸν —] 
ἀρχιτέκ[τονος κελεύοντος. τῶι 
δεῖνι ἐργολαβήσαντι] 
ἐργάσασθαι καὶ θεῖναι ἐν τῶι 
ἐκκλησ[ι]- 
αστηρίωι στυλοβάτην ΗΔΔ , 
ἔδομεν πρώτ[ην δό]σιν 
ἀρχιτέκτονος [κελεύοντος —· 
καὶ δευτέραν —· τὸ δὲ] λοιπὸν 
συντελέσαντι τὸ ἔργον ἀπέδ[ο]- 
μεν ἀρχιτέκτονος κελεύοντος 
ΔΔ. Θεοφράστωι 
ἐργολαβήσα[ντι — — — — — 
— — — 
… 
 
Mentions the placement of stone 
parastades and a stylobate in the 
ekklesiasterion, as well as some 
sort of covering (roof?) 
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καλυπτῆρας Η , καὶ λ[ίθ]ους 
πρὸς τῶι ἐκκλησιαστ[η]ρί[ωι 
 καὶ?] εἰς τ〚—〛ὰ 
βάθρα λίθ<ω>ν γ̣ωνιαίων οὓς 
ἔφασαν εἶναι πόδας στερεοὺς 
 ΔΔΔΔ 
ΙΙΙΙ δακτύλους  , καὶ τῶν 
ὑποθεματιαίων λί̣[θο]υ̣ς ΔΔΙΙ 
ο̣σ̣α̣ι̣ 
{²σ[̣τερε]αὶ? Vallois}² 
πήχεις ΔΔΔΙ. ταῦτα [π]ά[ντα] 
παρεδώκαμεν ἱεροποιοῖς 
Δημόνωι κ[αὶ] 
Τηλεμνήστωι. παρέδομεν δὲ 
ἱεροποιοῖς Δημόνωι [καὶ 
Τηλε]μνήστ[ωι] πρὸς τῶι 
ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι λίθους  Ι 
τοὺς τμηθέντας εἰς τὰ[ς] 
παραστάδας· καὶ ἐν τῶι οἴκωι 
τῶι παρὰ τὸ̣ν πυλῶ̣ν̣α? 
μ̣έλα[θ]ρον καὶ κ̣ πύλ[α]ς 
{²[ἐ]κ̣ [τῆς] πύλ[η]ς 
Vallois}² τοῦ Ἰνωποῦ δοκοὺς 
Δ· μελάθρου κλάσματα ΙΙ· 
σφῆκας μεί- 
ζους καὶ ἐλάττους  Δ. 
ID 402 200               —[  ἔδομεν] 
 [πρώτην δόσιν ΔΔ · καὶ 
δευτέρ]αν [Δ  Ι]ΙΙΙ· καὶ τὸ 
λοιπὸν κελε{λε}[ύ]- 
[οντος {²κελεύοντος}² 
ἀρχιτέ]κτονος     ΙΙ· 
Φιλοξένωι ἐργολαβήσαντι 
κατασ- 
[κ]ευάσαι θύρας ἐπί τε τὸμ 
περίβολον τοῦ ἐκκλησιαστηρί- 
[ου] καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν θάλαμον τῆς 
οἰκίας τῆς Ὀρθοκλέους καλο̣υ- 
μένης     ΙΙΙ, ἔδομεν 
πρώτην δόσιν 
ΔΔ  ΙΙΙΙ · καὶ δευτέραν 
Δ     · καὶ τὸ 
λοιπὸν κελεύοντος ἀρχιτέκτονος 
  · … 
 
Mentions the equipment of the 
peribolos of the ekklesiasterion 
with a door 
ID 400 c 192  Χαριστίου· τὸ ὲ λοιπὸν ὧι  
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ἔλαττον εὗρεν ἡ οἰ- 
κία ἡ πρὸς τῶι {Βρέμητι} 
ἐγγράφομεν ὀφείλοντα Δ|ημέαν 
Δ|〚—〛. 
ἀπεχρησάμεθα δὲ ἀ̣φ̣’ ὧν 
ἐπριάμεθα εἰς τὸ 
ἐκκλησιαστήριον κελεύοντος 
ἀρχιτέ- 
κτονος ξύλα ΙΙΙ ἃ ἐπριάμεθα 
παρ’ Εὐκτήμο- 
νος· καὶ κεραμίδας ἐπὶ τὸ 
ἐκκλησιαστήρι- 
[ον] ΔΔΔΔΙΙΙΙ· καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν νεὼ 
τοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος   
[ΔΔ] ̣Ι· ἐπὶ τὸ Θεσμοφόριον 
ΔΔΔΙΙΙ· ἐπὶ τὸ Ἀσκλη- 
πιεῖον ΔΔ ΙΙ· ἐπὶ τὸ 
Φιλαδέλφειον Δ · ἐπὶ τὰς 
Γ̣ραφὰς τὰς ἐν τῶι 
ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι καὶ τὰς 
Κ̣ωλ̣ώτ̣ου̣? ΔΔΔ καὶ τὰ γείση. 
vac. 
παρελάβομεν δὲ παρ’ ἱεροποιῶν 
Ξενοκλεί- 
δου καὶ Παρμενίωνος κεραμίδας 
ἐν τῶι Π- 
Ι· ἐν τῶι Ἀνδρίων 
Η ̣Δ̣ καλυπτῆρας ΔΔ 
[ μ]ελάθρων 
κλάσματα Η· σφῆκας ἐνι- 
  7Ι μικροὺς καὶ 
μεγάλους ΔΔΙ· λίθους 
8 πρὸς τῶι 
ἐκκλησιαστηρίωι ̣ κα̣?— 
[8 πα]ραστάδας ΙΙ· 
καὶ ξύλα τὰ ἀγο- 
[ρασθέντα παρὰ? — — —] 
δωδεκαπήχη ΙΙ· ἄλλ[α] 
                   — [δεκ?]άπηχυν̣ ἐν̣ 
τ̣ῶ[ι] 
                              —τι καὶ ἐν 
τ̣ῶ[ι] 
Mentions the procurement of 
wood and roof tiles for the 
ekklesiasterion; mentions the 
Graphe in the ekklesiasterion 
and the geison 
ID 403 189 a [— — — — — — — ἄλ]λα 
ΙΙΙΙ,  Δ  · [ἄλ]λα 
στρον[γύλα — — — — — — 
—]λου δρύινα  ΙΙΙΙ, 
 
Mentions the doors of the 
ekklesiasterion 
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ΔΔΔΔ ΙΙΙΙ · ὀβελίσκους 
Δ ΙΙ,       · 
ἄ[λλους —   —· τούτους 
κα]- 
[τεχρησάμεθα εἰς τοὺς 
τ]ρυφάκτους τοὺς ἐν τῶι 
[Ἀρτεμισίωι? καὶ τὸ]ν ἐν τῶι 
οἴκωι οὗ ἡ γραφὴ ἡ Ἀρσινόης 
καὶ εἰς τὰς θύρας [τάς τε τοῦ 
Θεσμοφορίου καὶ τῶν νεω]- 
[κορίων τῶν ἐ]ν τῶι 
Θεσμοφορίωι καὶ εἰς [τὰς θύρας 
τοῦ ἐκκ]λησιαστηρίου καὶ τοῦ 
οἴκου τοῦ Ἀνδρίων καὶ εἰς τὰς 
θύρας τ— 
[— — — — — — εἰ]ς τὸν 
ον τοῦ νεωρόφ[ου οἴκου — 
— — —] καὶ τὰς θύρας τοῦ 
Πυθίου καὶ εἰς ἐπιστύλια καὶ 
στύλους — 
  [— — —. ἐπριάμεθα δ]ὲ καὶ 
πτελέινα παρ[ὰ — — — — — 
— — —]ς ΙΙ, 
   ΙΙΙΙ · παρ’ 
Ἀγάθωνος ΙΙ,     · 
ἄλλο   ΙΙΙ· παρὰ 
Μύρμηκο[ς] — 
ID 439 181 frg. b.1 
 
   — [καὶ τάδε παρελάβομεν ἐν 
τῶι Πωρί]νωι οἴκωι· φιάλας ἐμ 
πλινθείοις ΔΙΙΙΙ· κεραμύλλι[ον 
ἀργυροῦν χῖον, Νουμηνίου 
ἀνάθεμα]· — 
                        —ας Δ. καὶ ἐν 
τῶι Δηλίων οἴκωι· ξύλ[ο]ν 
τετράγωνον π— 
                         —ΔΙΙ· 
καλυπτῆρας  ΔΔ Ι· 
παράρου[ς] ΔΙΙΙ. καὶ ἐν τῶι λ— 
             — [καὶ ἐν τῶι οἴκωι? 
τῶι πρὸς τῶι ἐκ]κλησιαστηρίωι· 
ξύλα τετράγωνα []. καὶ τάδε 
[παρελάβομεν ἐν τῶι ναῶι τῆς 
Ἀρτέμιδος] — 
      — [θηρίκλεον χρυσῆν 
 
Inventory: mentions rectangular 
planks of wood for the oikos 
near the ekklesiasterion 
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ἐπιγραφὴν ἔχουσαν· Πτολεμαῖος 
Λάγου Μα]κε[δ]ὼν Ἀφροδίτει, 
ὁλ. Η[ΗΔΔ]Δ [  ]· 
— 
               — [ἐπιχύτης, 
ἐπιγραφή· Ἀρτέμιδος Δηλίας, 
ὁλ.  ]ΗΔ ΙΙΙ· φιάλ[η 
ῥαβδωτή, ἐπιγραφή· θεοῦ]· — 
[φιάλη ἀπότυπος, ἐπιγραφή· 
βασιλεὺς Ἄτταλος Ἀπόλλωνι 
Δηλίωι χαριστήρια Δηλιάδων] 
χορεῖα ἐμ — 
… 
ID 442 179 face B 
 
… καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν κελεύοντος 
ἀρχιτ[έκτονος — —. τῶι δεῖνι 
ἐργολαβήσαντι — — — — — 
— τῶι ἐκκλησι]αστηρίω̣[ι — — 
— — — — — — — — — — 
— οὗ] 
τὰ ἑπτὰ καὶ ἐπισκευάσαντι 
κλεῖθρον τῆς ὑπολαμπάδος οὗ 
τὰ τρία   ΙΙ· 
Σωσαν[δρίδηι? — — — — — 
— — — — — — — — — — 
— — — — — — — — — 
κε]λεύοντος [ἀρχιτέκτονος — 
— — — — — — — —]. 
… 
 
Mentions the contract for work 
on the ekklesiasterion 
ID 459 172 to 
170 
                        — 
[Ἀ]πατουριῶνος παρὰ Ξέ[νωνος 
τοῦ Φερεκλείδου?] — 
                        — υτους ινης 
τοῦ Ξενοχά̣ρ[ιος] — 
                        — τὸ ἐκ τοῦ 
ἐνιαυτοῦ ΔΔΔ  — 
                        — των 
Παρμίσκον τοῦ ἱεροῦ 
ἀ̣[ργυρίου] — 
                      — α εἰς τὴν τιμὴν 
τῶν ἐρειπ[ίων?] — 
                — [εἰς] Θεσμοφόρια 
· ἐλα̣ίο̣υ? [Δ ] — 
      — [τῶι ἐκκλη]σιαστηρίωι 
καὶ τοῦ ἐν τοῖς Κω̣λώ[̣του] — 
 
Mentions olive wood (?) in the 
ekklesiasterion 
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                —κλ[έ]ους 
Η ΔΔΔΔ  · τοῦ εἰς — 
… 
ID 1497    165/4 ἐπὶ Πέλοπος ἄρχοντος, Γαμη- 
λιῶνος ἕκτει μετ’ εἰκάδας, 
ἐκκλησία κυρία ἐν τῶι ἐκκλη- 
σιαστηρίωι, Ἀγαθοκλῆς 
Ἀπολλο- 
δώρου Παιανιεὺς εἶπεν· ἐπειδὴ 
Ἀμφικλῆς, μουσικὸς καὶ μελῶν 
ποητής, ἀκροάσεις καὶ πλείους 
ἐποήσατο καὶ προσόδιον 
γράψας 
ἐμμελὲς εἰς τὴν πόλιν τούς τε 
θεοὺς τοὺς τὴν νῆσον 
κατέχοντας 
καὶ τὸν δῆμον τὸν Ἀθηναίων 
ὕμνησεν, ἐδίδαξεν δὲ καὶ τοὺς 
τῶν 
πολιτῶν παῖδας πρὸς λύραν τὸ 
μέλος ἄιδειν, ἀξίως τῆς τε τῶν 
θεῶν 
τιμῆς καὶ τοῦ Ἀθηναίων δήμου, 




καθότι ἂν ἦι δυνατός· ὅπως οὖν 
καὶ ἡ 
βουλὴ καὶ ὁ δῆμος ὁ Ἀθηναίων 
τῶν 
ἐν Δήλωι κατοικούντων 
φαίνωνται 
τιμῶντες τοὺς ἀξίους· ἀγαθεῖ 
τύχει· 
δεδόχθαι τεῖ βουλεῖ τοὺ[ς 
λαχόντας] 
προέδρους εἰς τὴν ἐ[πι]οῦσαν 
ἐκκλη[σί]α[ν] 
[χρηματίσ]αι περὶ τούτων, 
γνώμην δὲ 
 [ξ]υμβάλλεσθαι τῆς βουλῆς εἰς 
τὸν 
δῆμον ὅτι δοκεῖ τεῖ βουλεῖ 
ἐπαινέσαι 
τε Ἀμφικλῆν Φιλοξένου Ῥηναέα 
 
Decree mentioning gift; 
mentions the ekklesia kyria in 
the ekklesiasterion; 





τε τεῖ εἰς τοὺς θεοὺς εὐσεβείαι 
καὶ τεῖ εἰς τὸν δῆμον τὸν 
Ἀθηναίων 
εὐνοίαι καὶ στεφανῶσαι αὐτὸν 
δάφνης 
στεφάνωι· ἀποστεῖλαι δ’ αὐτῶι 
καὶ 
ξένιον· καλέσαι δὲ αὐτὸν καὶ εἰς 
τὸ 
πρυτανεῖον ἐπὶ τὴν κοινὴν 
ἑστίαν· 
ἀναγράψαι δὲ τόδε τὸ ψήφισμα 
εἰς στήλην λιθίνην καὶ στῆσαι 
ἐν 
τῶι ἱερῶι τῆς Ἀρτέμιδος. 
ID 1498    c 160-
150  
 
ἐπὶ Ἀρισταίχμου ἄρχοντος, 
Γαμηλιῶνος δεκάτει ἱσταμένου· 




ἐπειδὴ Εὔβουλος Δημητρίου 
Μαραθώνιος 
ἔν τε ταῖς ἀρχαῖς ἐφ’ ἃς 
ἐχειροτονήθη καλῶς 
καὶ ἐνδόξως ἀναστραφεὶς 
ἀνέ<γ>κλητον ἑαυ- 
τὸν παρέσχετο, ἀρχεθέωρός τε 
αἱρεθεὶς καὶ 
μετὰ τοῦ ὑοῦ καὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
συνθεώρων 




Decree; mentions the ekklesia 





σατυρίσκους, ἀνάθεμ̣[α] — 
νον γυναικεῖα ΙΟ[— — — — 
— — — — — — —, ἀνάθεμα 
Δι]- 
ονυσίου τοῦ 〚— — —〛 
Μικ[̣— — —. ἐν τῶι οἴκωι τῶι 
πρὸς τῶι ἐκκλησι]- 
αστηρίωι· εἰκόνα χ[αλκῆν 
βασιλίσσης Ἀρσινόης, ἀνάθεμα] 
 
Inventory; mentions a bronze 
statue in the oikos near the 
ekklesiasterion of Queen 
Arsinoe, and a dedication of 
Ptolemy and king Lysimachus; 
planks of wood used as steps to 
a door, dedicated by 
Aphthonetos and Aristeos. 
Mentions the graphe.  
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Πτολεμαίου τοῦ β̣[ασιλέως 
Λυσιμάχου· πίνακα ἐπὶ βάσεως 
τεθυρω]- 
μένον, ἀνάθεμα Ἀ[φθονήτου καὶ 
Ἀριστέου· ἄλλον ἐπὶ βάσεως] 
ἀθύρωτον ἔχοντ[α γραφὴν — — 
— — — — — — — —, 
ἀνάθεμ 
ID 1503 148/7 
or 
147/6 
 [ἐπὶ Ἄρχ]οντος ἄρχοντος, 
Μουνιχιῶ[νος] 
[τετρά]δι ἐπὶ δέκα, ἐκ<κ>λησία 










Decree; mentions the ekklesia 
kyria in the ekklesiasterion 
ID 1506 145/4 
or 
144/3 
ἐπὶ Μητροφάνου ἄρχοντος, 
Σκιροφοριῶνος 
πέμπτει ἐπὶ δέκα, βουλὴ ἐν τῶι 
ἐκκλησιαστ[η]- 
ρίωι· Διόφαντος Ἑκαταίου 
Ἕρμε[ιο]ς εἶπ[εν]· 
ἐπειδὴ Ἀρίστων Ἀκρισίου 
Φωκαιεὺς [ποι]- 
ητὴς ἐπῶν ὑπάρχων ἐν τεῖ τοῦ 
παι[δὸς] 
ἡλικίαι, παραγενόμενος εἰς τὴν 
ν[ῆσον], 
ἐποιήσατο καὶ πλείο[νας 
ἀ]κροάσεις [ἔν τε] 
τῶι ἐ<κ>κλ[η]σιαστηρίωι καὶ ἐν 
τῶι θεάτ[ρωι, ἀνά]- 
γ̣νοὺς τὰ [π]επραγματευμένα 
ἐ̣[γκώμια καὶ] 
 [ὕ]μνησεν τόν τε ἀρχηγέτην 
Ἀπόλλ[ωνα καὶ] 
[τ]οὺς ἄλλους θεοὺς τοὺς 
κατέχον[τας τὴν] 
[ν]ῆσον κ[αὶ] τὸν δῆμον τὸν 
Ἀθηνα[ίων — —] 
                      —Π̣ΛΩ̣Σ̣— 
 























Methodology:  Date such as late fourth century was assigned to 320-300 period.  Date 
such as mid-fourth century was assigned to 360-340.  Dates such as fourth century or 




Figure 1: Plan of Sanctuary of Apollo, location of GD 22 (Bruneau 2005) 




Figure 3: West wall, view to the south (Étienne 1997) 
Figure 4: View to the east, rooms E and D (Étienne 1997) 
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Figure 5: Labeled plan of Prytaneion (Étienne 1997)  
Figure 6a: Axonometric reconstruction 
of the Prytaneion (Étienne 1997)  
Figure 6b: Interior north-south cross-
section of Prytaneion (Étienne 1997)  
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Figure 7: Bankette from vestibule, west side (Étienne 1997)  
 
Figure 8: View of Prytaneion to north, looking towards vestibule 
with standing herm (personal photograph) 
109
Figure 9: Plan of sondages conducted by Étienne (Étienne 2007) 
Figure 10a: Shaft of column with 
inscription IG 105-108, 110-111, 113  
(Étienne  1997) 
Figure 10b: Doric capital from 
Vestibule (Étienne  1997) 
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Figure 10c: Frieze from architrave of vestibule (Étienne 1997) 
Figure 11: Plan of Delian civic spaces (Fraisse 1983) 
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Figure 12: Plan of Sanctuary of Apollo, location of GD 21 (Bruneau 2005) 
Figure 13: Stone plan of Building Delta (Vallois 1953) 
Figure 14: Reconstructed plan of Building Delta, with locations of 
column bases (McDonald 1943) 
GD 21: 
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Figure 15: View of Building Delta (Fraisse 1995) 
Figure 16a: View of dedication to Athena 
Polias, with foundation embedded into 
foundation of Building Delta (Fraisse 1995) 
Figure 16b: Overhead view of 
dedication next to wall of GD 21 
(Fraisse 1995) 
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Figure 17: Reconstructed groundplan of the Oikos of the 
Naxians (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu) 
Figure 18a: Reconstructed groundplan of 
the bouleuterion at Olympia (McDonald 
1943) 
Figure 18b: Reconstructed groundplan 
of the bouleuterion at Olynthus (Gneisz 
1990) 
Figure 18c: Reconstructed groundplan of the bouleuterion 
at Orchomenos (McDonald 1943) 
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Figure 18d: Reconstructed groundplan of the bouleuterion 
at Delphi  (http://www.perseus.tufts.edu) 
Figure 19: Location of Building Delta within the Archaic agora 
(Étienne 2007) 
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Figure 20: Plan of Sanctuary of Apollo, location of GD 47 (Bruneau 2005) 
Fig. 21: View of GD 47 from the southeast (http://www.bildindex.de) 
GD 47: 
116
Figure 22: Parastades from GD 47 (Fraisse 1995) 




































































































Figure 26: View of naiskos in GD 47 (http://www.bildindex.de) 
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Figure 27a: Bouleuterion of 
Epidauros (Gneisz 1990) Figure 27b: Bouleuterion/ ekklesiasterion 
of Priene (McDonald 1943) 
Figure 27c: Bouleuterion of Notium 
(McDonald 1943) 
Figure 27d: Bouleuterion of Thermon 
(McDonald 1943) 
Figure 27e : Bouleuterion of 
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